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Introduction & Acknowledgements 
 
 
In February 2009, the Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners (MBLC) was awarded a grant from 
the Institute of Museum and Library Services (IMLS) “Connecting to Collections” program to undertake a 
statewide preservation needs assessment of the Commonwealth’s cultural collections.  The project was 
developed by the MBLC in partnership with the Boston Public Library; the Massachusetts Archives; the 
Museum of Fine Arts, Boston; the New England Museum Association; the Northeast Massachusetts 
Regional Library System; and the Massachusetts Conference of Chief Librarians of Public Higher 
Educational Institutions.  Gregor Trinkaus-Randall, Preservation Specialist for the MBLC, served as the 
Project Director.  The MBLC contracted with the Northeast Document Conservation Center (NEDCC) to 
develop and administer a statistical survey, and to analyze and report on the results.   
 
The Connecting to Collections survey subsequently developed was designed to assess the preservation 
needs of collections held by a wide variety of institutions.  Its aims and reach parallel those of two 
previous efforts: the 1990 Preservation Needs Assessment Survey performed by the MBLC, and the 
Heritage Health Index (HHI) survey, performed by Heritage Preservation in 2004.  While the 1990 survey, 
which ultimately formed the basis of a long-range statewide preservation plan, received responses from 
958 institutions, the HHI survey, administered at the federal level, received responses from a much 
smaller segment of just 133 institutions in Massachusetts.  Connecting to Collections ultimately received 
more than 500 responses. 
 
Thanks are due, first and foremost, to the staff and volunteers at each of the institutions that participated 
in the survey.  The information they shared brought their collective preservation needs into focus, and it 
will shape statewide collections care initiatives for years to come.  Thanks are due also to the following 
individuals, who gave generously of their time to serve on the project Advisory Committee: 
 
Massachusetts Connecting to Collections Advisory Committee 
 
Rita Albertson 
Chief Conservator 
Worcester Art Museum     
 
Mary Behrle 
Assistant Regional Administrator 
Northeast Massachusetts Regional Library 
System 
 
David Blackburn 
Chief of Cultural Resources and Cultural 
Programs 
Lowell National Historical Park 
 
Martha Clark 
Curator 
Massachusetts Archives 
 
Michael Comeau 
Assistant State Archivist 
Massachusetts Archives 
 
Adrienne Sage Donahue 
Registrar & Collections Manager 
Concord Museum 
 Paul Messier 
Conservation of Photographs, Works on 
Paper & Electronic Media 
Paul Messier, LLC 
 
Margaret Morrissey 
Director 
Jacob Edwards Library 
 
Ken Peterson 
Regional Administrator 
Boston Public Library 
 
Will Phippen 
Director of Museum Collection Services 
Peabody Essex Museum 
 
Joanne Riley 
Associate University Library, Digital Library 
Services 
Joseph P. Healey Library 
 
Sharon A. Sharry 
Library Director 
Greenfield Public Library 
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Judy Farrar 
Archives and Special Collections Librarian 
Claire T. Carney Library, UMass Dartmouth 
 
Jennifer Fauxsmith 
Reference Archivist 
Massachusetts Archives 
 
Pam Hatchfield 
Robert P. and Carol T. Henderson Head of 
Objects Conservation 
Museums of Fine Arts, Boston 
 
Martha Holden 
Director 
Peabody Institute Library 
 
Donna Hooper 
Town Clerk 
Lexington, MA 
 
BJ Larson 
Deputy Director 
New England Museum Association 
 
Mary Lawler 
Treasurer 
South Hadley Historical Society 
Diane Smith 
Director, Library and Learning Commons 
Bunker Hill Community College 
 
Jessica Steytler 
Archivist 
Congregational Library 
 
William Talentino 
Director 
Goodnow Library 
 
Mark Vassar 
Manuscript Cataloger 
Schlesinger Library, Harvard University 
Resident Archivist 
Cambridge Historical Society 
 
Kate Viens 
Research Coordinator 
Massachusetts Historical Society 
 
Lee Wright 
Trustee 
Marlborough Historical Society 
 
 
From the project kick-off in September 2009 through its completion in March 2011, the Advisory 
Committee reviewed and commented on drafts of the survey, placed follow-up calls and sent emails to 
hundreds of non-respondents to boost the survey response rate, and combed through three reports of 
increasingly detailed analysis of the survey data.  Lori Foley, formerly NEDCC’s Director of Preservation 
Services and now Vice President for Emergency Programs at Heritage Preservation, lent a keen eye for 
detail in reviewing drafts of the survey and subsequent reports.  Maxine Sitts, Evaluation Consultant and 
Editor, brought her expertise to bear on refining the scope of the survey, and on cross-tabulation and 
analysis of survey data.  Kristen Overbeck Laise, Vice President for Collections Care Programs at 
Heritage Preservation, provided invaluable advice at the project’s inception on the development of the 
survey instrument. 
 
Finally, special thanks are due to Rebecca Meyer, the Connecting to Collections Intern, from whose 
intelligence and tireless work the project benefitted enormously.  Rebecca compiled the survey mailing 
list, researched new contact information for institutions whose information was out-of-date, answered 
questions from numerous survey participants, performed follow-up to non-respondents, proofread drafts 
of the survey and the final report, and more.  Her contributions played a large role in the success of the 
Connecting to Collections project, and helped the survey reach a wide audience. 
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Background of the Connecting to Collections (C2C) Survey 
 
In February 2009, the Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners (MBLC) was awarded a grant from 
the Institute of Museum and Library Services (IMLS) “Connecting to Collections” program to undertake a 
statewide preservation needs assessment of the Commonwealth’s cultural collections.  The project was 
developed by the MBLC in partnership with the Boston Public Library; the Massachusetts Archives; the 
Museum of Fine Arts, Boston; the New England Museum Association; the Northeast Massachusetts 
Regional Library System; and the Massachusetts Conference of Chief Librarians of Public Higher 
Educational Institutions.  The MBLC contracted with the Northeast Document Conservation Center 
(NEDCC) to develop and administer a statistical survey, and to analyze and report on the results. 
 
The Connecting to Collections survey subsequently developed was designed to assess the preservation 
needs of collections held by a wide variety of institutions.  It received 506 responses, and generated a 
great deal of useful information on the preservation needs of a wide variety of collecting institutions 
throughout the Commonwealth. 
 
Response Rates by Institution Type & Budget 
 
Public libraries provided 32% of responses, the greatest number by far.  Historical societies comprised 
16% of responses; museums and municipal offices, each 12%; academic libraries, 11%; special libraries, 
7%; archives, 6%; and historic sites, 4%.  Institutions with operating budgets between $100,000 and 
$499,999 represented the largest portion by budget, at 29% of the total responses.  At either end of the 
spectrum, institutions with operating budgets of less than $10,000 accounted for 10% of responses, while 
those with budgets of $10 million or more accounted for 13%. 
Key Findings 
 
Survey results revealed a strong need for statewide activities in several broad areas of need: Information 
Resources; Education; “People Power;” Emergency Preparedness; and Advocacy.  Massachusetts 
is fortunate in that various statewide preservation efforts have been underway for more than 20 years and 
provide a strong foundation for future activities.  Solid partnerships between area institutions and different 
communities of practice will be critical to effective awareness-raising and will support the development 
and delivery of jointly-sponsored products, programs and services. 
 
1.  Information Resources 
 
Lack of information about preservation practices, grant opportunities and workshop opportunities 
limits the extent to which many institutions—particularly smaller ones—can care for their 
collections.  The need for such resources came to the fore in comments from survey respondents and 
post-survey forum participants.  Close to half of survey respondents indicated that they use preservation 
Web sites to learn more about preservation/conservation; six in ten use print publications.  Printed 
materials will be a necessity for many smaller and/or geographically isolated institutions, which may lack 
internet access. 
 
2.  Education 
 
A significant number of respondents indicated a need for preservation training on digital materials and 
electronic records collections.  Despite the proliferation of digital collections, respondents indicated that 
preservation of books and bound volumes remains a major training need.  Training needs identified in 
responses to questions about preservation activities and the storage environment include basic 
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preservation education to implement low-cost/no-cost collections care practices, and emergency 
preparedness. 
 
Because lack of funding is a major obstacle to preservation, many institutions could also benefit from 
training on grant writing and navigating the grant application process.  State and federal grants are 
available for needs ranging from preservation planning assessments to purchasing supplies and 
equipment to funding processing projects and conservation treatment.  A statewide effort to provide 
training in grant writing, as well as support during the application process, could boost the number of 
institutions applying for grants. 
 
It is imperative that training costs be kept minimal to ensure that training opportunities are 
accessible to as many institutions as possible.  A sizeable percentage of Massachusetts 
collecting institutions cannot afford to pay for training.  The survey found that 21% operate with 
annual budgets of less than $50,000, and that 26% operate with no full-time paid staff. 
 
3.  “People Power” 
 
Numerous survey and forum comments illuminated a dire need for assistance with preservation activities, 
preservation assessment, grant applications and disaster planning, as well as with collection 
management activities that support preservation decision-making, such as selection, cataloging, and 
writing relevant policies.  The fact of this need was borne out in survey data about staffing levels, grant 
funding, cataloging, emergency preparedness and preservation activities.  There is a need for access to 
professional expertise (e.g., curatorial, archival, preservation/conservation, grant writing) as well 
as to individuals willing to lend “people power” to perform specific tasks (e.g., cataloging, 
rehousing, disaster planning). 
 
Institutions will be in a stronger position to apply for grants if they have identified specific preservation 
needs and prioritized them in a long-range preservation plan.  Increasing the availability of preservation 
planning assessments—with an eye to making practical improvements where needed and identifying 
potential projects for grant funding and community involvement—would help more institutions chart a 
realistic path to improving collections care. 
 
4.  Emergency Preparedness 
 
A very low number of Massachusetts collecting institutions are prepared to handle a disaster 
impacting their collections: just 9% of survey respondents reported that they had up-to-date 
disaster plans with instructions for recovering fire- and water-damaged materials, as well as staff 
familiar with the plan and trained to carry it out.  Awareness-raising is needed to emphasize the 
importance of disaster preparedness, and at the same time, statewide support is needed to help 
institutions develop disaster plans, acquire basic skills in disaster response and recovery, and connect 
with area first responders to incorporate collections into local Comprehensive Emergency Management 
Plans. 
 
5.  Advocacy 
 
Advocacy on multiple levels—by the leaders of state and regional organizations, as well as staff and 
volunteers at the hundreds of collecting institutions throughout the state—could create broader support 
for preservation by raising awareness among state and local governments, community leaders, and 
resource allocators at parent organizations.  For example, at the local level, Town Clerks, libraries and 
historical societies in several Massachusetts cities and towns have successfully requested public funding 
for preservation assessments, conservation treatment, and building improvements from their local 
Community Preservation Committee.  In addition to raising awareness of needs, collecting 
institutions should be encouraged to “evangelize success” by publicizing preservation activities 
and accomplishments. 
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Analysis of survey data confirmed that while many institutions are providing a high level of care for their 
collections, a lack of information, staffing, and financial resources impede preservation efforts at 
numerous other institutions.  With comprehensive data on the specific needs of different institution 
types, the culmination of this survey presents a prime opportunity to craft targeted, long-term 
statewide strategies to improve the care of the Commonwealth’s rich and diverse cultural heritage 
collections, and preserve these resources for generations to come. 
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Background 
 
 
Overview of Survey Development & Administration 
 
Creation of the survey instrument began in August 2009 with a review of the MBLC’s 1990 survey and the 
2004 HHI survey to identify questions that could be integrated into and modified for the new instrument.  
Drafts of the survey were prepared by NEDCC and submitted to a 25-member Advisory Committee for 
comment in November 2009, December 2009, and January 2010.  Committee members, comprised of 
representatives from each of the professional communities included in the survey population, shared 
feedback through the project website (http://mblc-c2c.groupieguide.com/) and wiki 
(http://mblc.state.ma.us/wikis/c2c/index.php/Main_Page), at meetings organized by the MBLC, and by 
email.  The survey was conducted primarily using the online service Survey Monkey, which was low-cost 
and provided a level of functionality appropriate for the project.  
 
The survey launched on February 22, 2010, through unique URLs sent to 1,526 institutions.  A universal 
URL was sent to a listserv of Massachusetts town and city clerks.  Paper copies of the survey were 
mailed to 24 institutions for which an email address was unavailable, or that did not have Web access.  A 
PDF copy of the survey and a glossary of terms were posted to the project wiki.  The survey introduction 
provided a phone number and email for the project intern, who could be contacted with technical or 
content questions. 
 
Several means of follow-up to non-respondents were employed.  The MBLC sent reminder emails one, 
three, and seven weeks after the survey launch.  The project intern researched current contact 
information in response to bounced emails, and through SurveyMonkey, re-sent survey invitations with 
unique links to each of these institutions as new contact information was found.  NEDCC presented 
information about the project at the annual meeting of the Parish Historians of the Episcopal Diocese of 
Massachusetts on April 24.  The Advisory Committee played a significant role in follow-up by placing 
phone calls and sending emails to institutions in their respective professional communities between April 
9 and May 1.  The project intern identified and contacted respondents who had only partially completed 
their survey to encourage them to complete it.  A final request for responses was posted to a Town Clerks 
listserv during the last week of April.  With an additional 252 responses received, outreach appeared to 
generate momentum leading into the final weeks of the survey. 
 
In the process of conducting follow-up, Advisory Committee members and the NEDCC project consultant 
learned of non-working email addresses in addition to the bounced email addresses reported by 
SurveyMonkey at the time of the survey’s launch.  As part of its privacy policy, SurveyMonkey allows 
email address owners the option to opt out of receiving survey invitations.  Invitations to the C2C survey 
did not reach those addresses that had opted out, and in keeping with the privacy policy, invalid email 
addresses for those that had opted out were not reported to MBLC.  Non-respondents with non-working 
email addresses were subsequently identified during the Advisory Committee’s follow-up calls and 
emails.  It was often confirmed in conversations and correspondence with non-respondents that survey 
invitations had never reached the institution.  Many of the non-respondents contacted in the follow-up 
process also believed that spam filters may have blocked the original survey invitation. 
 
As much as possible, committee members, the project consultant, and the project intern requested or 
researched current contact information, and provided non-respondents with a universal URL to the 
survey.  The universal URL ultimately proved to be the most useful method of disseminating the survey.  
Unique URLs posed a problem because they would not function if forwarded, and many were forwarded 
despite instructions in the email specifying not to do so.  Additional paper surveys were requested 
because of technical issues with the online survey resulting from user-end computer settings that 
interfered with survey functioning.  Some respondents requested paper surveys because they preferred 
that format. 
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Feedback received by the MBLC from institutions throughout the time the survey was open indicated that 
many needed more time to complete the survey due to greater demands on their time resulting from staff 
shortages.  A number of individuals commented that they found the survey to be too long.  In response, a 
decision was made to extend the response deadline from its initial deadline of April 23 to May 7.  To 
accommodate as many institutions as possible, the online collector was ultimately left open until May 22; 
two additional responses were received by regular mail after this and entered into Survey Monkey by the 
project intern in early June. 
 
 
Post-Survey Forums 
 
The Advisory Committee met on October 22, 2010 to discuss a preliminary report of survey findings.  
Committee members expressed concerns about the needs of institutions that did not respond to the 
survey.  Several members surmised that non-responding institutions might have had the most urgent 
needs that the survey results did not reflect.  The Committee decided that making the preliminary report 
of findings available to the cultural heritage community, and providing them with an opportunity to 
comment on the findings, could help to fill the gap in knowledge of the non-respondents’ needs.  This was 
felt to be critical because the survey results would ultimately inform recommendations for long-range 
activities to address documented needs. 
  
Another Advisory Committee meeting was held on November 15, 2010 to discuss the logistics of 
community outreach concerning the survey results and recommendations.  Several members suggested 
that the community outreach should combine educational components with discussion of the survey in 
order to boost attendance.  Despite much enthusiasm for this idea, it was determined that these activities 
were beyond the scope of the planning grant, and would be more appropriately carried out under an 
implementation grant.  Forums to discuss the survey were approved.  
 
Five public forums on the survey findings were scheduled, one for each region of the state.  An email 
about the community information sessions was sent to all the email addresses on file for the project at the 
MBLC, and to the Town Clerks listserv, on December 6 and 7, 2010.  In an effort to reach institutions 
without email addresses on file, a flier with information about the sessions was sent to all public library 
directors with a request that it be posted.  The forums were held on February 8, 2011 at the Lakeville 
Public Library; on February 9 at the Flint Public Library in Middleton and the Goodnow Library in Sudbury; 
and on February 10 at Westhampton Public Library and the Rutland Free Public Library.  The project 
intern sent an email with a link to the full report, as well as “population profiles” for each institution type, 
on January 31, 2011 (http://mblc.state.ma.us/wikis/c2c/index.php/Main_Page)  
 
Gregor Trinkaus-Randall, Preservation Specialist for the MBLC, attended all forums, and at least one 
Advisory Committee member was present at each forum to take notes on the proceedings.  About half 
each forum consisted of Advisory Committee members asking specific question of participants concerning 
survey findings and whether the recommendations were appropriate to their institutional situations.  The 
other half of each forum consisted of discussion and questions from participants.  
 
Representatives from a total of 36 institutions attended the five forums.  Approximately 30% had not 
responded to the survey.  Public libraries were the most highly represented among the types of 
institutions at 53%.  Historical societies were the next most represented group at 22%.  Academic libraries 
represented 11% of forum participants, museums represented 8%, and historic sites and municipal 
offices each represented 3%.  No representatives from special libraries or archives were present, 
although one archivist from a public library attended.  In terms of reaching institutions that had not 
completed a survey, historical societies and public libraries had the best turnout.  Of this population, 
approximately 37% had not responded to the survey. 
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Demographics 
 
 
The Connecting to Collections survey received a total of 5061 responses for an overall response rate of 
33%.  Responses represented a wide breadth of collecting institutions by type and budget.  Each 
institution was asked to define itself from a list of 17 institutional types or “other.”  Those selecting “other” 
were asked to provide a brief text description.  Several of the categories received too few responses to 
provide meaningful analysis.  These, along with institutions that self-identified as “other,” were 
incorporated into larger institution types after a careful review of each response.  Consideration was given 
to any secondary functions selected by the respondent, descriptions provided for “other,” and to any 
additional comments provided at the end of the survey.  The list of institutional types was ultimately 
narrowed to eight broad categories: archives; historic sites; historical societies; academic libraries; public 
libraries; special libraries; museums; and municipal offices. 
 
 
Response Rates by Institution Type 
 
Public libraries provided 32% of responses, the greatest number by far.  Historical societies comprised 
16% of responses; museums and municipal offices, each 12%; academic libraries, 11%; special libraries, 
7%; archives, 6%; and historic sites, 4%.2 
 
As a very approximate percentage of each of the broad institution types on the survey’s mailing list, the 
highest response rate came from archives (∼53%).  This was followed by public libraries (∼43%); 
museums (∼41%); academic libraries (∼36%); historic sites (∼35%); historical societies (∼22%); special 
libraries (∼20%); and municipal offices (∼18%).  (These percentages are approximate because an 
institution’s self-identification occasionally differed from its classification on the project’s contact list.) 
 
Responses by Institution Type
Museums 
(12%)
Special 
Libraries (7%)
Public 
Libraries 
(32%)
Academic 
Libraries 
(11%)
Historical 
Societies 
(16%)
Historic Sites 
(4%)
Archives (6%)Municipal 
Offices (12%)
 
 
 
 
                                                     
1 One response was excluded from the analysis because the respondent reported that their institution was in its formative stage, and 
had neither a building nor collections. 
2 Response rates cited throughout this report have been rounded to the nearest whole number. 
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Response Rates by Annual Operating Budget 
 
Institutions with operating budgets between $100,000 and $499,999 represented the largest portion by 
budget, at 29% of the total responses.  At either end of the spectrum, institutions with operating budgets 
of less than $10,000 accounted for 10% of responses, while those with budgets of $10 million or more 
accounted for 13%. 
 
Responses by Operating Budget
$100,000-$499,999 
(29%)
$50,000-$99,999 
(7%)
$10,000-$49,999 
(11%)
<$10,000 (10%)
$500,000-$999,999 
(10%)
$1 million-$4.99 
million (17%)
$5 million-$9.99 
million (3%)
>$10 million (13%)
 
 
 
Dominant institution types in each budget category were as follows: 
 
 60% of institutions reporting budgets under $10,000 were historical societies 
 35% of institutions reporting budgets between $10,000 and $49,999 were historical societies; 
17% were museums 
 31% of institutions reporting budgets between $50,000 and $99,999 were historical societies; 
17% were public libraries 
 55% of institutions reporting budgets between $100,000 and $499,999 were public libraries 
 62% of institutions reporting budgets between $500,000 and $999,999 were public libraries 
 37% of institutions reporting budgets between $1 million and $4.99 million were public libraries, 
followed by 23% of museums 
 29% of institutions reporting budgets between $5 million and $9.99 million were academic 
libraries, and 29% were municipal offices 
 52% of institutions reporting budgets of over $10 million were municipal offices; 20% were 
academic libraries 
 
It is important to note that historical societies represented close to half of all institutions reporting annual 
operating budgets of less than $50,000, underscoring a dire need for low-cost preservation services to 
this community.  It should also be pointed out that the percentage of institutions reporting operating 
budgets of $5 million and over may be too high.  41% of the respondents in this category were municipal 
offices, and it is believed that many may have reported the budget for their governing organization (e.g., 
the town) rather than the collections-holding unit (e.g., the Town Clerk’s office). 
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Findings 
 
 
Survey data were analyzed between June 2010 and January 2011.  This section presents overall findings 
from the analysis, with some comparisons by institution type.  More in-depth analysis of survey data by 
institution type can be found in Appendices A-H of this report.  Comments from survey respondents and 
forum participants added context and depth to statistical findings.  By and large, they highlighted 
conditions and needs in four main areas: intellectual control (including cataloging, selection and 
deaccessioning); staffing and funding; emergency preparedness; and the need for more information 
about grant opportunities and preservation practices.  A selection of these comments is included in 
related sub-sections. 
 
Intellectual Control & Holdings 
 
Intellectual Control 
 
The survey was created to assess the needs of institutions with circulating collections (which were 
primarily libraries) and/or permanent collections.3  Fifty-one percent of respondents were libraries with 
circulating collections.  Intellectual control is excellent among these institutions: 97% have at least three-
quarters of their materials cataloged. 
 
Ninety-five percent of respondents reported that their institutions hold permanent collections.  Intellectual 
control is much more varied for these institutions.  Just 40% have at least three-quarters of their materials 
cataloged; 25% have less than one-quarter of their materials cataloged.  Lack of intellectual control is 
most serious for municipal offices (36% of which have less than one-quarter of their materials cataloged); 
historical societies (32%) and public libraries (30%).   
 
Poor intellectual control poses two major problems.  First, it hampers access to valuable historical 
resources.  Second, it places those resources at greater risk of theft, since catalog records can also serve 
to document ownership.  Moreover, in the context of disaster recovery, it can be extremely difficult to 
determine whether uncataloged materials were damaged or destroyed.  Collection development policies 
that describe the scope of an institution’s collections and collecting priorities are indispensable in gaining 
intellectual control over a collection.  They guide selection (i.e., what to keep and what to deaccession), 
and can prevent an institution from acquiring materials that do not serve its audience.  Participants in the 
Westhampton and Rutland forums described a need for help with selection and collection development 
policies.  A number of survey respondents also commented on their issues with intellectual control.  
 
Examples include: 
 
• “For all intents and purposes the collection is undocumented.  No one knows what is here or where it 
might be found if we knew we had it.” 
 
• “We need a lot of help just getting preservation started in our library, including evaluating the historic 
collections and collections that have been housed in our attic.” 
 
• “Urgent need for trained personnel to inventory and catalog local history collection as current staff 
very limited and volunteers offer help erratically.” 
 
 
 
                                                     
3 “Permanent collections” were referred to in the survey as “materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity.” 
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Holdings 
 
A minority of institutions (22%) has materials on long-term loan at another institution or hold materials on 
long-term loan from another institution (31%).  Museums were the most likely institution types in both 
instances (44% have materials on long-term loan elsewhere; 71% hold materials on long-term loan).  
Municipal offices were the least likely (4% and 11%, respectively).  In written comments, several 
respondents noted that they held materials on deposit or long-term loan from local organizations (e.g., 
churches, libraries) or individuals.  One respondent noted that they “would appreciate guidance in this 
area.”  Long-term loans are problematic because, at minimum, they require an institution to devote scarce 
storage space to materials they do not legally own, and may eventually be required to relinquish.  The 
institution might also spend considerable time cataloging the materials and making them accessible to the 
public.  Over time, this consumes considerable resources which could be better spent managing 
collections the institution actually does own. 
 
Respondents were asked to indicate the types of materials held in their collections, choosing from among 
seven broad categories.  In addition to a list of specific formats within each category, respondents were 
given the option to select “other,” and could offer a text response.  
 
Paper-Based Materials 
 
Not surprisingly, nearly all respondents (99%) reported that their holdings include paper-based materials.  
Holdings were high among all institution types, reported by 100% of archives, academic libraries and 
special libraries; 99% of historical societies; 98% of public libraries; 94% of historic sites and museums; 
and 92% of municipal offices.  Materials named as “other” included bound records books, town reports, 
sketchbooks, diaries, manuscripts, letters, vital records, music scores, postcards, photographs, and works 
of art on paper.  Books, documents, maps and newspapers were the most commonly held formats, with 
at least 75% of institutions counting them among their holdings. 
 
Photographic Materials 
 
82% of respondents hold photographic materials, including 97% of archives and historical societies; 94% 
of museums; 89% of historic sites; 86% of academic libraries; 79% of public libraries; 59% of special 
libraries; and 45% of municipal offices.  Several respondents named cyanotypes and Polaroids in the 
“other” category; other responses included albumen prints, glass slides, and “Polaroid experimental 
materials such as Vectographs.”  One public library noted that it needed a survey of nitrate film.  Black-
and-white prints were the most commonly held formats, held by 90% of institutions counting photographic 
materials among their holdings.  Color prints were held by just under 75%. 
 
Moving Image & Recorded Sound Materials 
 
66% hold moving image and recorded sound materials.  This includes 94% of archives; 88% of academic 
libraries; 81% of historical societies; 69% of museums; 62% of special libraries; 58% of public libraries; 
50% of historic sites; and 31% of municipal offices.  Materials classified as “other” included wire 
recordings (noted by three respondents), dictograph tapes, and more specific examples of existing 
categories (e.g., U-matic, 8mm film, acetate discs).  Video and audio cassettes were the most commonly 
held formats, held by at least 80% of institutions counting moving image and recorded sound materials 
among their holdings. 
 
Digital Materials & Electronic Records 
 
78% hold digital materials and electronic records.  This includes 94% of archives; 91% of academic 
libraries; 86% of historical societies; 84% of special libraries; 82% of museums; 69% of public libraries; 
67% of historic sites; and—perhaps surprisingly—just 60% of municipal offices.  Materials classified as 
“other” included Kindle e-book readers and video games, and non-digital materials such as 8mm film and 
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microfilm.  CDs were by far the most commonly held formats, held by 82% of institutions counting digital 
materials and electronic records among their holdings.  DVDs are held by 73%. 
 
Art Objects 
 
75% of respondents hold art objects.  This includes 94% of historical societies; 89% of historic sites; 87% 
of museums; 84% of archives; 78% of public libraries; 75% of academic libraries; 49% of special libraries; 
and 27% of municipal offices.  Under “other,” several respondents listed wood carvings; additional 
responses included shells, plastics, “electrolyte,” “multi-media wood/metal,” wall murals, stained glass 
windows, a tellurian, and clocks.  Paintings are by far the most commonly held works, reported by 93% of 
institutions counting art objects among their holdings.  Photographs are held by 71%. 
 
Archaeological, Ethnographic and/or Historic Objects 
 
59% of respondents hold archaeological, ethnographic, and/or historic objects.  This included 100% of 
historic sites; 95% of historical societies; 84% of museums (predominantly history museums, 95% of 
which reported such holdings); 52% of academic libraries; 48% of archives; 44% of public libraries; 38% 
of special libraries; and 29% of municipal offices.  Materials classified as “other” included military artifacts; 
clocks; cuneiform tablets; costumes; baskets; jewelry; wood; tools; bells; and toys.  Furniture and textiles 
are the most common types of objects held, reported by at least 60% of institutions counting these types 
of materials among their holdings. 
 
Natural Science Specimens 
 
Just 19% of respondents hold natural science specimens.  This includes 33% of historical societies; 31% 
of museums (including 100% of natural history museums); 22% of historic sites and special libraries alike; 
16% of academic libraries; 15% of public libraries; 13% of archives; and no municipal offices.  Several 
respondents listed shells under “other.”  Additional responses to this category included arrowheads, 
rocks, stone tools, dioramas, and “teaching models of plants.”  Geological specimens are held by 54% of 
institutions reporting natural science specimens. 
 
Staffing & Funding for Preservation 
 
Staffing 
 
A plurality of institutions—representing slightly more than one-quarter of all respondents—had no full-time 
staff.  Nearly half of these were historical societies, which, as a group, were least likely to have any full-
time staff (just 13% did).  By contrast, 98% of academic libraries had at least one full-time staff member.  
Slightly more than one-quarter of all respondents also had no part-time staff.  Where 96% of public 
libraries have at least one part-time staff member, just 46% of historical societies do.  Sixty-seven 
institutions—all of which reported having permanent collections—reported having neither full-time nor 
part-time paid staff.  Fully two-thirds of respondents in this group were historical societies.  Full-time 
volunteers are rare (just 7% reported having them), but 68% of all respondents employ at least one part-
time volunteer. 
 
A fairly high number of respondents (59%) devote paid staff time to preservation or conservation 
activities, most (38%) between 0.1 and 0.5 full-time equivalencies (FTE).  Archives (84%) were most likely 
to do so, followed by 75% of academic libraries and 72% of both historic sites and museums.  Just 30% 
of historical societies devote staff time to preservation or conservation activities, which is unsurprising 
given that more than half (56%) have no paid staff.  Analysis of written comments received within the 
survey and in separate emails from respondents to the project intern revealed that of 39 institutions that 
cited lack of staff as an obstacle to preservation, the majority were historical societies and public libraries.  
This issue was also most frequently cited by institutions with annual operating budgets of less than 
$10,000. 
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Four in ten institutions have at least one paid staff member with advanced training in preservation or 
conservation.4  While this is a fairly good number, it also reveals a continued need for further training for 
existing staff, and consulting services by professionals with advanced training in these areas.  The most 
likely types of institutions to have staff with advanced preservation/conservation training are historic sites 
(67%), followed by museums (59%) and academic libraries (52%).  Historical societies (23%) and 
municipal offices (26%) are least likely. 
 
42% of respondents reported that volunteers spend at least some time on preservation or conservation 
activities.  This included 79% of historical societies—a figure on par with paid staff time devoted to 
preservation/conservation in academic libraries.  It also included 69% of museums, and 56% of historic 
sites.  Most volunteers (24%) spend between 0.1 and 0.5 FTE.  21% of respondents overall reported 
having at least one volunteer with advanced training in preservation or conservation.  Interestingly, 
historical societies (50%), while least likely to have paid staff, were most likely to have volunteers with this 
type of advanced training. 
 
Examples of written comments in which respondents noted staffing-related issues included: 
 
• “We are a small public library, with a small staff, and a very small Local History Room.  We don’t have 
the time or resources to do much with preservation and conservation.” 
 
• “No one on staff knows much of anything about preservation, and everyone has specific other duties 
that constitute full-time jobs, so the archival collection gets very short shrift.  We could use a 
dedicated archivist (but have no chance of getting funding for such a position), and failing that, 
training for existing staff (but have limited time to attend or put to use such training), so things will 
probably continue this way for the foreseeable future.” 
 
• “Time is the biggest factor for preservation issues at our institution.  There are so many demands on 
our institution that preservation is often on the lowest rung in importance.” 
 
• “Right now we are extremely short staffed.  As a result, preservation is very low on our priorities list.” 
 
Comments at the post-survey forums mirrored survey findings pertaining to staffing.  Attendants at each 
of the five sessions cited a lack of “people power” as being a major obstacle to preservation.  Some 
institutions have difficulty finding volunteers.  Problems stemming from staff shortages came to light as 
well: at the Rutland meeting, one participant noted that even if institutions could recruit volunteers, many 
lack the staff time that would be needed to train and supervise them.  Many participants explained that 
while they are interested in receiving more preservation training, they have little or no time to attend 
workshops. 
 
 
Funding 
 
More than half (57%) of all institutions devote funds from their own budgets to preservation/ conservation 
activities.  23% of respondents have a budget line item for this purpose; an additional 34% reported that 
while they did not have a specific budget line, other funds were “available as needed.”  One of the more 
notable findings was that more than half of institutions with no staff whatsoever devote some funds to 
preservation or conservation activities, whether through a budget line-item (13%) or other funds available 
as needed (43%).  This speaks to the outstanding commitment of volunteers in preserving the collections 
under their care. 
 
Fully 44% of respondents have applied for grants to fund preservation or conservation activities in the last 
five years.  Museums (62%) and historic sites (61%) were about as likely to apply for grants, followed by 
                                                     
4 “Advanced training” was defined as “post-graduate training or at least three years of on-the-job training.” 
  
Massachusetts Connecting to Collections Statewide Preservation Survey 
Final Report: Findings 
March 28, 2011 
12 
archives (55%) and historical societies (51%).  Only 37% of institutions with neither full-time nor part-time 
paid staff have applied for external sources of funding for preservation or conservation activities within the 
last five years.  As might be expected, the percentage of institutions reporting that they had applied for 
grants rose in tandem with budget levels: where just 34% of institutions with annual operating budgets of 
less than $10,000 applied for grants, 53% of institutions with budgets over $1 million had. 
 
The top reasons given for not applying for grants included the following: 
 
• Lack of staff time or expertise to complete an application. (57%)  This reason was given 
most frequently by historical societies, archives, and municipal offices.  One respondent at an all-
volunteer historical society commented, “We recognize the need for conservation of collections 
and have taken some steps, but most of our energy is used in maintaining the building.”  Another 
respondent from an historical society commented that their organization did “not have the 
qualified people that the grants require.” 
 
• Additional project planning or preparation necessary before requesting grant funds. (40%)  
This reason was given most frequently by museums.  Slightly more than half of the institutions 
that selected this response have never had a general preservation assessment. 
 
• Preservation/conservation not an institutional priority. (32%)  Of those that selected this 
reason, 86% were libraries.   
 
• Lack of awareness of appropriate funding sources. (28%)  This reason was given most 
frequently by municipal offices.  As one respondent commented, “Our hope is that we can get 
some type of assistance with our preservation needs or at least some direction as to where we 
could apply for some grants or funding that would address these specific needs.” 
 
Other written comments that elaborated on reasons for not applying for grants included: 
 
• “Collection size/scope too small for grant funding opportunities or did not meet eligibility guidelines.” 
 
• “Most grants do not accept restoration of records.” 
 
• “Do not have the qualified people that the grants require.” 
 
• “Not sure what needs to be done.” 
 
• “In addition to funding and supplies, lack of time and staffing to complete large scale preservation/ 
conservation projects.” 
 
• “Not enough staff to perform the work if the grant is successful.” 
 
• “Lack of staff to oversee the grant once the funds are rewarded.” 
 
• “Many grants that we are aware of have requirements that we can’t meet such as a financial match.” 
 
 
Comments from post-survey forum participants reiterated survey findings.  At every session, participants 
described difficulty with finding suitable grants; navigating the grant application process; and writing grant 
proposals. 
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Preservation Planning & Activities 
 
Preservation Planning Assessments & Preservation Plans 
 
Preservation planning assessments help institutions identify and prioritize the overall preservation needs 
of their collections and then prepare a course of action to address them over time.  Prioritization helps 
ensure that scarce resources are used efficiently.  Although 45% of institutions reported having had a 
preservation planning assessment, only 16% have had one within the last five years, and just 19% 
reported having a preservation plan.  Of those that have a plan, 9% reported that it was not up to date.  It 
is worth noting, however, that a further 25% reported either that a written plan was being developed, or 
that preservation was addressed in the institution’s overall long-range plan.  With a more flexible view of 
preservation planning, the percentage of overall institutions that plan for preservation stands at 35%.  
86% of respondents that have had an assessment contracted with an independent consultant. 
 
Archives are by far the most likely institution type to have had a preservation planning assessment within 
the last five years (39%).  Historical societies (12%) and municipal offices (13%) are the least likely.  26% 
of institutions with budgets of $1 million to $4.99 million have had a survey within the last five years, 
making them the most likely among budget groups.  By sharp contrast, just 13% of institutions with 
budgets of $100,000 to $499,999 (the largest group by budget overall) have had an assessment in the 
last five years. 
 
The vast majority (83%) of respondents that have had an assessment within the last five years have gone 
on to apply for grant funding to support preservation/conservation.  To some extent, this may reflect the 
fact that preservation planning assessments indicate an already-high level of engagement with 
preservation/ conservation.  On the other hand, it may also suggest that institutions that have had an 
assessment are actually more likely to apply for grants to fund newly documented needs.   
 
 
Preservation Activities 
 
It is important to note that respondents that had had a preservation planning assessment within the last 
five years were sometimes significantly more likely to undertake preventive conservation activities.  For 
example, 63% of these institutions reported housing materials in chemically stable protective enclosures; 
65% perform environmental monitoring.   
 
Overall, institutions that monitor temperature and/or relative humidity in storage and/or exhibit areas 
included a majority of archives (71%), museums (64%), historic sites (56%), and academic libraries 
(51%).  Municipal offices (31%) and public libraries (30%) were least likely to perform environmental 
monitoring.  The devices used most frequently included thermostats (reported by 40%) and data loggers 
(reported by 34%).  Several respondents selecting the “other” category reported in the comment section 
that they rely on sensors internal to their building’s HVAC system. 
 
More than half of respondents reported that they use fluorescent lights without UV filters in storage areas, 
and slightly more than one-third use them in exhibit areas.  Of the 57% of respondents who exhibit rare, 
valuable, and/or irreplaceable materials in exhibit areas with natural light, more than half reported that 
they do not take any steps to reduce light levels.  51% of all respondents turn off lights in storage areas; 
35% do so in exhibit areas.   
 
Although the percentage of institutions counting pest management among their preservation activities is 
relatively high, the means employed are somewhat limited.  58% of institutions reported that their pest 
management program includes “routine maintenance and housekeeping.”  While integral to a thorough 
pest management program, it seldom appeared to be complemented by other activities necessary to 
prevent and manage infestations.  For example, just 36% reported using preventive techniques (e.g., 
elimination of food and water sources, sealing windows and doors); 30% examine incoming collections for 
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pests; and just 26% perform routine pest monitoring using traps.  Text responses in the “other” category 
suggest that, for many, pest management tends to be reactive rather than proactive.  To this point, one 
respondent wrote, “We don't have a set procedure for looking for pests.  But if we saw them, we would do 
something about it.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As survey data on environmental monitoring, light control, and pest management demonstrate, while a 
number of good preservation activities are underway at many institutions, there is much room for 
improvement.  In comments, a number of respondents noted that they lacked the time or staffing to 
incorporate preservation into their operations.  Others stated that they did not view preservation or 
conservation as being relevant to circulating collections. 
 
Examples of related survey comments included: 
 
• “We are a circulating library...We have very little need for preservation.” 
 
• “Many of these questions do not apply.  We are a community college library with no special 
collections.” 
 
• “We are a public library dealing in contemporary materials for entertainment (mostly).  We do not do 
any actual ‘preservation.’  People come in for computer use, books, and DVDs (and the occasional 
reference question).” 
 
Comments of this nature reveal an opportunity to raise awareness in several areas, in particular low-
cost/no-cost adjustments that delay the need for repair, reformatting or replacement; and the value of 
environmental control and risk mitigation to extending the longevity of circulating collections. 
 
Institutions reported a variety of good preservation activities underway: 
 
• 75% of institutions reduce light levels in the storage environment 
 
• 68% implement pest management activities 
 
• 65% reduce light levels in the exhibit environment 
 
• 54% digitize collection materials 
 
• 50% use preservation photocopying to reformat materials 
 
• 47% have materials conserved, either by in-house staff or external providers 
 
• 45% house materials in chemically stable protective enclosures 
 
• 43% monitor temperature and/or relative humidity in storage and/or 
exhibition spaces 
 
• Reproduction of artifacts for use or exhibit (done by 41% of museums and 
39% of historic sites) 
 
• Transfer of AV recordings to current media (done by 38% of institutions with 
moving image and recorded sound materials) 
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Reformatting & Conservation Treatment 
 
75% of respondents reformat materials from their collection.  This figure represents a solid majority of 
each institution type, with archives at the high end (97%) and special libraries at the low end (68%).  As 
noted above, a majority of respondents (54%) digitize materials from their collections, making this the 
most popular reformatting method of those listed.5  Digitization is carried out by a majority of archives 
(81%); museums (65%); academic libraries (64%); historical societies (62%); historic sites (61%); and 
special libraries (54%).  The work is most often performed by institution staff (51% of institutions that 
digitize).  35% reported that it is done by both institution staff and external providers; just 14% use only 
external providers for digitization.  Particularly given the number of respondents undertaking digitization 
in-house, education in digital preservation, evolving digitization standards and metadata will be critical to 
ensure that digital files remain available over the long term.  Promoting the sharing of digitized materials 
through portals such as the Digital Commonwealth will enhance statewide access to these valuable 
resources. 
  
Slightly less than half of institutions have had conservation treatment performed on materials in their 
collection.  This figure includes, at the high end, 83% of historic sites, and at the low end, 32% of special 
libraries. 
 
Exhibition Practices 
 
65% of responding institutions exhibit materials from their collection.  Of these, 87% exhibit 
rare/valuable/irreplaceable materials.  Unfortunately, a sizeable majority (68%) have materials of long-
term value on permanent exhibit.  The spaces used most commonly for exhibition included galleries 
(58%), lobbies (35%), period rooms/historic houses (31%), and research rooms (30%).  Fully two-thirds of 
exhibiting institutions use preservation-quality mounts, supports and/or display cases for some or all 
exhibited materials.  As noted above, a majority of institutions exhibit materials under natural light.  52% 
of institutions that use display cases do not use internal case lighting. 
 
The Storage Environment 
 
Building Condition 
 
A majority of respondents (58%) have their collections stored in one building.  Historic sites (78%) were 
most likely to occupy multiple buildings, while public libraries (15%) were least likely.  When asked how 
many buildings they occupy, most respondents with collections in more than one building answered either 
“two” or “three.” 
 
The survey asked respondents a variety of questions to ascertain the quality of their collection storage 
environment.  More than one-third (37%) characterized their building maintenance routine as “nominal,” 
defined in the survey as “little is done until there is a major need.”  Institutions with collections housed in 
more than one building were more likely than those with only one building to characterize their 
maintenance routine as either “preventive” or “proactive” (69% vs. 59%).6  Historic sites (100%) were by 
far the most likely to describe their maintenance routine as “preventive” or “proactive;” municipal offices 
were the least likely, at just 32%.  In written comments, several respondents noted that they would more 
accurately characterize their building maintenance routine as “somewhere between nominal and 
preventive.” 
                                                     
5 Reformatting methods listed included: digitization; preservation microfilming; preservation photocopying; reproduction of artifacts 
for use or exhibit; transfer of AV recordings to current media; and transfer of photographs to polyester film. 
6 The survey defined preventive as “routine items are done on a calendar basis to ensure general upkeep (e.g., clean gutters, minor 
roof repairs, general housekeeping) to basically retard deterioration of the facility.”  Proactive was defined as “a list of maintenance 
needs is compiled annually, incorporated into the institution’s budget, and resolved.” 
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A majority of institutions (59%) described their roofs as “water-tight, without leaks or seepage.”  Four in 
ten described their building’s foundation as “well-maintained.”  Problems with the building envelope cited 
most frequently included lack of insulation of exterior walls (33%) and roof or attic (30%); leaking roofs 
(29%); and leaking foundations (21%). 
 
 
Climate Control 
 
Respondents were asked to estimate the percentage of their collections stored in a space with year-round 
climate control; answers to this question reveal a picture of environmental conditions that is far from ideal.  
A majority of institutions (57%) with circulating collections have at least three-quarters of their collection 
stored in a space with year-round climate control, but just under half (47%) of institutions with permanent 
collections report the same.  Academic libraries (63%) were most likely to have at least three-quarters of 
their permanent collection stored in a space with year-round climate control; historical societies (27%) 
and municipal offices (23%) were least likely.  In fact, slightly more than half of both historical societies 
and municipal offices reported that none of their collection was stored under year-round climate control.  
A number of survey respondents commented that their collection storage areas had a higher level of 
climate-control than the rest of the building—for example, a dedicated HVAC system, centralized humidity 
control, or portable dehumidifiers. 
 
 
Security 
 
Incidents of theft and vandalism of circulating materials are quite common among libraries, with 
percentages ranging from 61% of special libraries to 82% of academic libraries.  For permanent 
collections, incidents of theft and vandalism are much lower, ranging from a low point of 2% of municipal 
offices and 3% of archives, to around 25% of both academic and public libraries.  It is important to note, 
though, that libraries are significantly more likely than all other institution types not to know whether any 
permanent collection materials had been stolen or vandalized (27% of libraries as a whole, compared 
with, for example, 13% of historical societies, or with 5% of museums).  For these institutions, incidents of 
theft and vandalism could actually be much more common than is understood. 
 
Institutions were asked to indicate their building security measures.  Just over half (53%) have motion 
detectors in rooms; slightly less than half (48%) have burglar alarms on doors and/or windows.  A 
significant majority of all institution types have some type of building security in place, ranging from 75% 
of municipal offices to 96% of academic libraries.  Numerous institutions stated in written comments that 
they utilize security cameras; several also noted electronic swipe cards. 
 
 
Fire Protection 
 
A very high percentage of respondents have fire detection devices installed in the building housing their 
collections, including 84% of municipal offices and over 90% of all other institution types, for an average 
of 94% overall.  A lower percentage, though still a majority of all institution types, reported that the 
devices are wired directly to a monitoring station.  Public (85%) and academic libraries (84%) were the 
most likely; historical societies (58%) were the least likely.  A similarly high percentage of respondents 
reported that fire detection devices are inspected according to manufacturer specifications to ensure that 
they remain in working order.  Public libraries (82%) were the most likely to do so, while municipal offices 
(47%) were the least likely.  Smoke detectors are used by 74% of all institutions, and are the most 
common devices employed. 
 
Just over half of all institutions have an automatic fire suppression system.  This includes a majority of 
archives, libraries, museums, and municipal offices.  Academic libraries (70%) are the most likely to have 
a fire suppression system.  Historic sites (33%) and historical societies (30%) are the least likely.  A much 
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smaller percentage of respondents with fire suppression systems have those systems inspected 
according to the manufacturer’s specifications to ensure correct operation; this ranged from 9% of 
historical societies to 54% of academic libraries.  Wet pipe systems were the most common types 
installed.  In their comments, many respondents noted that they have manual fire extinguishers in the 
building(s) housing their collections. 
 
Emergency Preparedness 
 
A disconcertingly low percentage of institutions are prepared to respond to a collection emergency.  Just 
25% reported that they have a disaster plan that includes instructions for the recovery of fire- and water-
damaged materials.  Unfortunately, even fewer institutions have plans that are up-to-date (13%), and 
fewer still have staff that are both familiar with the plan and trained to carry it out (9%).  Perhaps even 
more alarmingly, of the 26% of institutions reported having experienced an incident or disaster that 
damaged collections, 42% still have no disaster plan of any kind. 
 
Archives (26%) are most likely to have a disaster plan that has been updated in the last two years; 
historical societies (4%) are least likely.  Institutions with annual operating budgets of $1 million to $4.99 
million were the most likely to have up-to-date plans (20%); by contrast, just six of the 142 institutions 
reporting budgets of under $100,000 have them.   
 
Because all preservation efforts become moot if collections are destroyed, disaster preparedness is 
considered an indispensable component of collections care.  In addition to the low percentage of 
institutions prepared to respond to a collection emergency, one comment in particular suggested a need 
to raise awareness about the primary importance of disaster preparedness: 
 
“...Our most important preservation initiatives are still in process—a comprehensive 
inventory; digital database; following that, an assessment of storage furniture and 
materials, a building-wide reassessment of preservation and storage conditions; then the 
long-term conservation and disaster plans.” [emphasis added] 
 
It should be noted that there is a strong correlation between disaster preparedness and response training 
and disaster planning.  Of institutions reporting participation in disaster preparedness or response training 
in the last five years, 47% have prepared a disaster plan, and a further 24% report that a plan is in 
preparation.  These figures indicate that greater statewide support for disaster preparedness training and 
disaster plan development could yield significant improvements in this area. 
 
Few respondents (11% overall) have included their collections in their town’s Comprehensive Emergency 
Management Plan (CEMP), a framework prepared and adopted by each Massachusetts town to 
coordinate emergency response and recovery efforts across local agencies.  At the high end, historic 
sites (17%) and public libraries (16%) were about equally likely to have done so, but it is fair to describe 
the numbers as very low across all institution types.  The fact that a significant number of respondents 
selected “don’t know,” as opposed to “no,” suggests that many institutions may not be aware of their 
town’s CEMP. 
 
Lack of emergency preparedness and the need for disaster response training came up as topics at the 
forums in Lakeville, Sudbury and Westhampton.  Some participants reported that while they had tried to 
use dPlan, an online disaster planning tool developed by NEDCC and the MBLC, they found the 
dPlan templates overwhelming and difficult to complete.  Others were unfamiliar with the disaster 
planning process, and uncertain as to how to begin. 
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Training Needs 
 
Resources for Information & Past Training Topics 
 
When asked which resources they use to learn more about preservation or conservation, the greatest 
number of institutions selected articles (61%), preservation websites (49%), preservation workshops 
(49%) and books (45%).  Slightly half (52%) of institutions reported that their staff had attended a 
preservation or conservation workshop in the past five years.  Several respondents noted that colleagues 
were a resource for information about preservation or conservation; others named The Williamstown Art 
Conservation Center and NEDCC. 
 
Participation rates in workshops over the last five years ranged from 38% of special libraries to 65% of 
archives.  By budget, it ranged from 28% of institutions operating with less than $10,000 a year, to 75% of 
institutions operating with $1 million to $4.99 million a year. 
 
Of institutions reporting staff attendance at a workshop in the past five years, the most common 
training topics were: 
 
• Care and handling of materials (63%) 
• Emergency preparedness and response (52%) 
• Care of photographic materials (38%) 
• Creating digital collections (38%) 
• Managing digital collections (36%) 
• Basic repairs (36%) 
• Storage issues (35%) 
• Preservation management (35%) 
 
 
Current Training Needs 
 
Given that 78% of institutions reported that their collections contain digital materials, and 54% reported 
digitizing materials from their collection, it is safe to say that the demand for training in creating and 
managing digital collections will only increase.  Indeed, already a full 68% of respondents reported an 
“urgent need” or “some need” for training in digital materials and electronic records collections.  This 
demand was exceeded only by those reporting an “urgent need” or “some need” for training in 
preservation of books and bound volumes (76%).  Other major training needs identified overall included: 
 
• Care of photographic collections (65%) 
• Unbound sheets (49%) 
• Historic and ethnographic objects (44%) 
• Art objects (41%) 
 
In written comments, several respondents cited an “urgent need” or “some need” for training in textile 
preservation.  Other collection types noted in comments, for which training was urgently needed, included 
Native American objects and nautical artifacts.  Several participants at the post-survey forums expressed 
an interest in training on grant writing. 
 
Training needs identified as “urgent need” or “some need” by a majority of each institution type were 
as follows: 
 
• Archives:  Digital materials and electronic records (87%); Recorded sound collections (83%); 
Photographic collections (80%); Moving image collections (67%); books and bound volumes (57%) 
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• Historic Sites:  Art objects (72%); Historic and ethnographic objects (72%); Digital materials and 
electronic records (67%); Photographic collections (61%); Books and bound volumes (57%); 
Archaeological collections (50%) 
 
• Historical Societies:  Photographic collections (83%); Books and bound volumes (73%); Historic 
and ethnographic objects (69%); Unbound sheets (65%); Digital materials and electronic records 
(63%); Art objects (63%); Recorded sound collections (51%) 
 
• Academic Libraries:  Digital materials and electronic records (76%); Photographic collections (75%); 
Books and bound volumes (73%); Recorded sound collections (67%); Moving image collections 
(58%); Art objects (56%) 
 
• Public Libraries:  Books and bound volumes (85%); Digital material and electronic records (67%); 
Photographic collections (65%) 
 
• Special Libraries:  Books and bound volumes (64%); Digital material and electronic records (64%) 
 
• Museums:  Photographic collections (76%); Books and bound volumes (74%); Historic and 
ethnographic objects (69%); Digital material and electronic records (66%); Art objects (61%) 
 
• Municipal Offices:  Books and bound volumes (91%); Unbound sheets (71%); Digital materials and 
electronic records (69%) 
 
 
Training Preferences 
 
In terms of training delivery, face-to-face half-day workshops (40%) and full-day workshops (35%) were 
the preferred methods.  The preferred length of any training session was overwhelmingly either half a day 
(42%) or a full day (34%).  Comments from survey respondents and forum participants emphasized that 
staff and funding shortages made attending training sessions very difficult.  A few examples include: 
 
• “Our staff is pretty well trained for a small library.  Unfortunately, budget considerations have curtailed 
ALL continuing education/conferences/activities beyond day-to-day circulation.” 
 
• “Regarding preservation and conservation training—money available for this is pretty slim for the next 
few years.  Any and all training of this sort will be out of my pocket.  So as much as I hate it—the 
Archivist and myself will do as much online reading as we can.” 
 
• “Anything longer than a half day would have to include active, hands-on experiences for participants 
to make it worthwhile.” 
 
• “Our lack of interest in pursuing preservation training reflects the reality that our human resources are 
severely limited.  We are very much a ‘do it yourself’ organization and have relied heavily on 
volunteers for professional services ranging from legal to ship model preservation.” 
 
• “Employer will not pay for workshops, etc. due to state budget cuts.” 
 
• “Since we are all volunteers and there is no money in the budget for training, the cost and scheduling 
of training is a most important consideration.” 
 
 
A few respondents commented that they would be interested in hands-on conservation training.  Another 
wrote, “As the library director, I may be more interested in policy development and administration 
programs, not the practice of preservation or conservation.” 
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The amount that most institutions indicated they were willing to pay for training was most frequently $0 
(selected by 20%), followed by $75-$99 (selected by 17%).  Preferred costs varied greatly for different 
institution types: 
 
• Archives: $100-$199 (23%) 
• Historic Sites: $50-$74 (28%) 
• Historical Societies: $25-$49 (25%) 
• Academic Libraries: $100-$199 (26%) 
• Public Libraries: $0 (26%) 
• Special Libraries: $0 (36%) 
• Museums: $75-$99 and $100-$199 (both 25%) 
• Municipal Offices: $0 (26%), but an almost equal number (24%) were willing to pay $25-$49 
 
An institution’s annual operating budget appeared to have only some bearing on preferred costs: of 
respondents indicating that they would not be willing (or were perhaps not able) to pay for training, 32% 
came from institutions with annual operating budgets of $100,000 to $499,999, and 14% came from those 
with budgets of $10 million or more.  Interestingly, of the 57 institutions in the highest budget group, 14 (or 
25%) indicated that they were unwilling or unable to pay for preservation training, compared with 30% of 
institutions with annual operating budgets of less than $10,000.  This group of 14 institutions included 
nine municipal offices; three law libraries; one community college; and one large museum.  In these 
instances, it is assumed that the budget reported represented the respondent’s governing organization 
(e.g., the town) rather than the collections-holding unit (e.g., the Town Clerk’s office).
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Measures of Progress 
 
 
The Connecting to Collections (C2C) survey was designed to assess the needs of collections held by a 
wide variety of institutions.  As explained in the “Background” section above, its aims and reach paralleled 
those of two previous efforts: the Preservation Needs Assessment Survey performed by the MBLC in 
1990, and the Heritage Health Index (HHI) survey performed by Heritage Preservation in 2004.  While the 
1990 survey, which ultimately formed the basis of a long-range statewide preservation plan, received 
responses from 958 institutions, the HHI survey, administered at the federal level, received responses 
from a much smaller segment of just 133 institutions in Massachusetts.  Connecting to Collections 
ultimately received 506 responses.  
 
Some C2C data can be analyzed alongside earlier survey data to gauge progress in collections care 
activities in Massachusetts over the past 20 years.  No questions were identical across the three surveys, 
and variations in the wording and sequencing of similar questions generally precluded precise longitudinal 
comparison of the results.  Still, it is possible to see trends in some areas, including funding for 
preservation; building maintenance; the storage environment; emergency preparedness; and preservation 
planning and activities. 
 
Comparisons show marked increases in the areas of: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comparisons show little movement or declines in the areas of: 
 
 
 
 
Staffing & Funding for Preservation  
 
Staffing 
 
Questions pertaining to staffing levels were quite different across the three surveys, however general 
trends in staff with preservation training can be discerned in questions from the 1990 and 2010 surveys.  
Within that 20-year span, there was a significant uptick in the number of institutions employing staff with 
preservation training.  Only 23% of respondents in 1990 answered “yes” to the question “Is there 
someone on staff with preservation skills?”  By 2010, 40% of respondents reported that their institution 
had at least one staff member with advanced training in preservation/conservation (defined as post-
graduate training or at least three years of on-the-job training); 21% reported that they had at least one 
volunteer with this training. 
 
• Staff with preservation training 
• Fire protection 
• Emergency preparedness 
• Preservation planning 
• Environmental monitoring 
• Institutional funding for preservation 
• Building security 
• General preservation surveys 
• Environmental monitoring 
• Light protection 
 
• Grant seeking • Building condition 
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Funding 
 
Institutional funding for preservation appears to have increased appreciably since 1990, when 37% 
reported that they “allocate funds for preservation activities.”7  By the time of the HHI survey in 2004, 42% 
of Massachusetts collecting institutions reported that they had “funds specifically allocated for 
conservation/preservation activities” in their annual budget.  By 2010, the number of institutions with a 
budget line for preservation had dropped to 23%, though an additional 34% reported that while they did 
not have a specific budget line, other funds were “available as needed.”  In other words, up to 57% of 
C2C respondents use institutional resources, whether budgeted or not, to care for their collections. 
 
Institutional Funding for Preservation
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There was little movement in applications for grant funding from 2004 to 2010.  HHI asked respondents 
whether their “institution made an application, whether successful or unsuccessful, for 
conservation/preservation funding from any public or private source in the last three years,” while C2C 
asked respondents whether their institution had applied “in the last five years.”  (Aside from this, the 
                                                     
7 The 1990 survey provided only “yes” and “no” answer choices for this question.  As a result, only “no” responses are shown in the 
“Institutional Funding for Preservation” graph. 
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wording of the questions was identical.  The 1990 survey did not ask respondents about grant 
applications.) 
 
Recent Applications for Conservation/ Preservation Funding
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As a follow-up question, both HHI and C2C asked respondents who had not recently applied for grants to 
indicate their reasons for not applying.  The top three obstacles remained the same from 2004 to 2010, 
and moreover, there was little change among them: 
 
Which of the following factors influenced the decision not to apply 
for a grant?
29%
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43% 40%
57%
28%
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Additional planning/
preparation necessary
2004 2010
 
 
 
These longitudinal comparisons show that bold action is needed to improve the ability of collecting 
institutions to seek grant funding for preservation activities.  Grants that fund general preservation 
surveys—such as the National Endowment for the Humanities Preservation Assistance Grant, and the 
Heritage Preservation/IMLS Conservation Assessment Program—can provide a launching-off point for 
smaller and mid-size institutions to start addressing their preservation needs.  Grants to support needs 
identified through such surveys can provide critical support to improve collections care through activities 
such as environmental monitoring and improvements; preservation-related training; protective housing; 
and conservation treatment.  The cultural heritage community must work to increase awareness of 
appropriate funding sources.  Potential applicants need training in grant writing, and possibly, assistance 
navigating the sometimes-daunting grant application process. 
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The Building & Environment 
 
Building Condition 
 
The condition of buildings housing collections in Massachusetts did not appear to improve from 1990 to 
2010, and in fact, some problems grew worse.  Reports of roof leaks rose from 18% in 1990 to around 
28% in 2010; reports of leaking exterior walls doubled for institutions with collections stored in multiple 
buildings.  It can only be guessed that this information reflects a decline in resources for building 
maintenance.  Because collection risks from water, pests and mold increase when building condition 
declines, institutions must be all the more prepared to respond to collection-related emergencies. 
 
Building Condition
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Control of Temperature & Relative Humidity (RH) 
 
Nine percent of institutions surveyed in 2010 reported having “no climate-control of any kind.”  While the 
1990 survey did not include equivalent data, it did provide data on the number of institutions in which “the 
general HVAC system’s setting [was] kept at a constant level around the clock” (29%).  This can be 
compared with the number of institutions in 2010 that reported keeping temperature settings (51%) and 
relative humidity (RH) settings (37%) at a constant level ±5°F/5% in some or all storage and/or exhibit 
areas to point to some improvement in climate control in collection environments. 
 
In considering this information, it is important to note that the 1990 survey did not ask respondents to 
respond separately for temperature and RH levels.  It is therefore possible that an institution responding 
in the negative might have maintained a constant level for one element, but not for the other.  Moreover, 
“constant level” was not specifically defined.  Again, this may have led some respondents to respond in 
the negative if they understood “constant” to mean ±0°F/0%RH.  The above comparison suggests only a 
trend. 
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Fire Protection 
 
Collections appear to be better protected from fire today than they were two decades ago.  In 1990, 83% 
of respondents reported having some type of fire detection and/or suppression system (“Have fire 
detection and/or suppression systems been installed in the facility?”).  These data do not reveal the 
number of institutions with one type of system but not the other, and while a parallel statistic is 
unavailable for 2010, other trends can still be discerned.  The number of institutions with smoke detectors 
increased from 58% in 1990 to 75% in 2010.  It is also more likely today that a fire will be detected if it 
occurs when the facility is closed: where in 1990, 64% of respondents reported that their fire detection 
system was connected directly to the local fire department, by 2010, 85% of institutions reported that fire 
detection devices were connected directly either to the local fire department or to another monitoring 
agency.  The number of institutions with some type of automatic fire suppression system has increased 
significantly, from 30% in 1990 to 56% in 2010.  (HHI did not collect data on fire protection.) 
 
Improvements in Fire Protection
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Security 
 
Building security is another area that appears to have improved significantly from 1990 to 2010.  Use of 
computerized security systems more than tripled (rising from 7% to 24%); use of electronic security 
systems at exits nearly doubled (from 21% to 41%); and the number of institutions reporting that they had 
no security measures for the building(s) housing their collections dropped by close to half (from 27% to 
14%).  The past 20 years have also seen major increases in the number of institutions using motion 
detectors and burglar alarms.  Changes from 2004 to 2010 cannot be ascertained because the question 
pertaining to security in the HHI survey was entirely different from the question pertaining to security in 
the C2C survey. 
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Emergency Preparedness 
 
The percentage of collecting institutions reporting that they have a disaster plan for the recovery of fire- 
and water-damaged materials has increased substantially—more than tripling from a mere 7% of 
institutions in 1990 to 25% in 2010.  With that said, however, the number of institutions prepared to 
respond to a collection-related emergency remains low.  Just 13% have a disaster plan that is up-to-date.  
A comparison of data from the 2004 HHI and 2010 C2C surveys suggests that there has been little 
change, or possibly a decrease, in the number of institutions with disaster plans and staff trained to carry 
them out (from 31% in 2004 to 28% in 2010). 
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Preservation Planning & Activities 
 
General Preservation Surveys & Preservation Plans 
 
General preservation surveys and preservation planning go hand-in-hand.  A general preservation survey 
is a tool that helps a collecting institution identify risks to the longevity of its collections and determine the 
actions required to address them.  The “bird’s eye view” it provides—with systematically-collected 
information about collection management practices, the storage environment, storage and exhibition 
practices, and the condition of materials—informs the assignment of relative preservation priorities.  This, 
in turn, helps an institution chart a course of action, and spend time and money on documented needs. 
 
Responses show that between 1990 and 2010, there was an appreciable increase in the number of 
institutions that have had a general preservation survey.  In 1990, 30% of institutions reported that they 
had received a “survey of the condition of [their] collections.”  By 2010, that number had risen to 45%, 
though of that population, more than six in ten said that the survey was not up to date. 
  
The number of institutions reporting that they plan for preservation rose significantly from 1990 (when just 
9% had one) to 2004 (when 62% planned for preservation in some way), though by 2010, it had fallen to 
44%.  Given that the related question and answer options were nearly identical in the 2004 and 2010 
surveys, the reason for this decline is not immediately clear.  
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Environmental Monitoring 
 
Environmental monitoring—the practice of routinely measuring temperature and/or relative humidity 
(RH), and recording this data for ongoing analysis—helps staff gauge whether their climate control 
equipment is operating as intended.  It can also provide information that can be used to make the case—
to facilities staff, administrators, or external funders—for necessary changes or improvements. 
 
The number of institutions that monitor temperature and RH in storage and/or exhibit areas seems to 
have risen over the past 20 years.  At first glance, though, the opposite might appear true: in 1990, 87% 
of institutions reported that they monitor temperature and/or RH, while this number fell to 47% by 2010. 
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Data on the types of environmental monitoring devices used may clarify this disparity.  The number of 
institutions using a thermostat to monitor the environment was significantly higher in 1990 (72%) than it 
was in 2010 (40%).  Depending on the location of sensors, thermostats may not reliably gauge the 
conditions actually experienced by collections.  For this reason, environmental monitoring using a 
secondary device is recommended, a best-practice that may have become known more widely with the 
proliferation of preservation information resources over the past two decades.  A respondent in 2010 
might, therefore, understand “environmental monitoring” to exclude use of a thermostat exclusively. 
 
This premise is complicated by the presentation of the relevant questions in the two surveys.  In 2010, 
respondents were asked first whether their institution monitored “temperature and/or RH in storage and/or 
exhibition spaces.”  Respondents answering “yes” proceeded to the next question, which asked them to 
indicate the type(s) of device(s) used from a list provided.  Respondents answering “no” or “don’t know” 
skipped the next question.  By contrast, the 1990 survey did not “screen” for yes/no responses, and 
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instead presented a list of environmental monitoring devices, which included “thermostat” as well as an 
option to select “none.” 
Despite this ambiguity, the data suggest some increase in the number of institutions monitoring both 
temperature and RH.  This is demonstrated by the increase in the use of thermohygrometers (+19%) and 
hygrothermographs (+9%).  Data loggers, not an answer option on the 1990 survey, were used by 34% of 
respondents in 2010.  71% of respondents in 2010 who reported using a thermostat to monitor the 
environment also reported using a secondary environmental monitoring device. 
 
Protection from Light 
 
Data compared from the 1990 and 2010 surveys suggest an increased awareness of the need to reduce 
light levels in collection environments, and of the means of doing so.  Where in 1990 only 15% of 
respondents turned off lights “in the facility,” by 2010 that number had more than tripled in storage areas 
(51%), and more than doubled in exhibit areas (35%).  Roughly twice as many institutions used UV-
filtered fluorescent bulbs in storage areas (32%) or exhibit areas (27%) in 2010 than in 1990 (14%).  
There has been a similar increase in the number of institutions reporting that they use UV-filtering film, 
but this population is still relatively small.  Although the 2004 HHI survey asked about control of light 
levels, the related question was far more general than those in the 1990 and 2010 surveys, and was not, 
therefore, appropriate for comparison. 
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Longitudinal analysis of data from the 1990, 2004 and 2010 surveys points to a number of improvements, 
showing that efforts over the past 20 years to raise awareness about preservation in the cultural heritage 
community have had a measurable, positive impact.  At the same time, though, they reveal that a great 
deal remains to be done.  Continued efforts across all communities of practice (i.e., museums, historical 
societies, libraries, etc.) will ensure that the investment of time and resources over the last two decades 
will continue to yield dividends by extending the longevity of the Commonwealth’s documentary heritage 
for generations to come.
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Recommendations for Future Activities 
 
 
Survey results revealed a strong need for statewide activities in several broad areas of need.  Each of 
these areas, outlined below, frames a list of actionable steps aimed at improving the longevity of the 
Commonwealth’s cultural heritage collections.  Some steps are basic, and could be taken with existing 
resources; others are more ambitious, and would require external funding.  Massachusetts is fortunate in 
that various statewide preservation efforts have been underway for more than 20 years and provide a 
strong foundation for future activities.  Solid partnerships between area institutions and different 
communities of practice will be vital for effective awareness-raising and will support the development and 
delivery of jointly-sponsored products, programs and services. 
 
 
Information Resources 
 
Lack of information about preservation practices, grant opportunities and workshop opportunities limits 
the extent to which many institutions—particularly smaller ones—can care for their collections.  The need 
for such resources came to the fore in comments from survey respondents and post-survey forum 
participants.  Close to half of survey respondents indicated that they use preservation Web sites to learn 
more about preservation/conservation; six in ten use print publications.  Printed materials will be a 
necessity for many smaller and/or geographically isolated institutions, which may lack internet access. 
 
Actionable Steps 
 
• Establish multiple channels for regularly distributing information about grants, training 
opportunities, and other new developments, electronically, by mail, and in-person. 
 
• Create an information clearinghouse or resource guide with material on preservation best 
practices; emergency preparedness; policy templates; links to free self-assessment tools 
(e.g., NEDCC’s Assessing Preservation Needs guide, the University of Illinois Audio-Visual 
Self-Assessment Program, etc.); grants for preservation/conservation; and “talking points” for 
preservation advocacy. 
 
• Develop toolkits, in electronic and print form, to facilitate the development of collection 
development policies and preservation plans. 
 
 
Education 
 
A significant number of respondents indicated a need for preservation training on digital materials and 
electronic records collections.  Despite the proliferation of digital collections, respondents indicated that 
preservation of books and bound volumes remains a major training need.  Training needs identified in 
responses to questions about preservation activities and the storage environment include basic 
preservation education to implement low-cost/no-cost collections care practices, and emergency 
preparedness. 
 
Because lack of funding is a major obstacle to preservation, many institutions could also benefit from 
training on grant writing and navigating the grant application process.  State and federal grants are 
available for needs ranging from preservation planning assessments to purchasing supplies and 
equipment to funding processing projects and conservation treatment.  A statewide effort to provide 
training in grant writing, as well as support during the application process, could boost the number of 
institutions applying for grants. 
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It is imperative that training costs be kept minimal to ensure that training opportunities are accessible to 
as many institutions as possible.  A sizeable percentage of Massachusetts collecting institutions cannot 
afford to pay for training.  The survey found that 21% operate with annual budgets of less than $50,000, 
and that 26% operate with no full-time paid staff. 
 
Actionable Steps 
 
• Develop, promote and teach half-day workshops on practical preservation strategies, 
emergency preparedness and grant writing. 
 
• Keep attendee travel time to a minimum by identifying workshop locations that would be 
accessible to a number of institutions in each region. 
 
• Identify staff at institutions in each region that would be willing to advertise workshops to 
other collection caretakers in the area. 
 
 
“People Power” 
 
Numerous survey and forum comments illuminated a dire need for assistance with preservation activities, 
preservation assessment, grant applications and disaster planning, as well as with collection 
management activities that support preservation decision-making, such as selection, cataloging, and 
writing relevant policies.  The fact of this need was borne out in survey data about staffing levels, grant 
funding, cataloging, emergency preparedness and preservation activities.  There is a need for access to 
professional expertise (e.g., curatorial, archival, preservation/conservation, grant writing) as well as to 
individuals willing to lend “people power” to perform specific tasks (e.g., cataloging, rehousing, disaster 
planning). 
 
Institutions will be in a stronger position to apply for grants if they have identified specific preservation 
needs and prioritized them in a long-range preservation plan.  Increasing the availability of preservation 
planning assessments—with an eye to making practical improvements where needed and identifying 
potential projects for grant funding and community involvement—would help more institutions chart a 
realistic path to improving collections care. 
 
Actionable Steps 
 
• Make low-cost/no-cost professional consultation available to smaller institutions.  One 
possibility would be to recruit professional staff from the cultural heritage community to provide pro-
bono assistance.  Another possibility, which has been implemented successfully, in various ways, in 
C2C projects in Connecticut, Delaware and North Carolina, would be to make professional 
consultation available on a roving or competitive (but no-cost) basis.  With external funding, 
Massachusetts might implement such a program and supplement site visits with mini-grants to 
purchase necessary supplies, storage furniture, or software.  
 
• Identify experts in each region of the Commonwealth who would be willing to provide 
telephone assistance to institutions on collection management and preservation. 
 
• Recruit student volunteers, from programs such as Library Science, Archives Management, 
Museums Studies and Public History, to help institutions with specific, defined projects.  
Delaware has coupled volunteers with professional consultants to complete short site visits that 
combined professional assessment with specific projects (e.g., shelf cleaning, rehousing, cataloging). 
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Emergency Preparedness 
 
A very low number of Massachusetts collecting institutions are prepared to handle a disaster impacting 
their collections: just 9% of survey respondents reported that they had up-to-date disaster plans with 
instructions for recovering fire- and water-damaged materials, as well as staff familiar with the plan and 
trained to carry it out.  Awareness-raising is needed to emphasize the importance of disaster 
preparedness, and at the same time, statewide support is needed to help institutions develop disaster 
plans, acquire basic skills in disaster response and recovery, and connect with area first responders to 
incorporate collections into local Comprehensive Emergency Management Plans. 
 
Actionable Steps 
 
• Develop, promote and teach half-day workshops on risk assessment, disaster planning, and 
hands-on disaster response. 
 
• Update dPlan to make it more accessible to smaller institutions, and enable periodic alerts to 
update disaster plans. 
 
• Continue to hold COSTEP MA community meetings to forge relationships between local 
cultural institutions and emergency management personnel. 
 
 
Advocacy 
 
Advocacy on multiple levels—by the leaders of state and regional organizations, as well as staff and 
volunteers at the hundreds of collecting institutions throughout the state—could create broader support 
for preservation by raising awareness among state and local governments, community leaders, and 
resource allocators at parent organizations.  For example, at the local level, Town Clerks, libraries and 
historical societies in several Massachusetts cities and towns have successfully requested public funding 
for preservation assessments, conservation treatment, and building improvements from their local 
Community Preservation Committee. 
 
Actionable Steps 
 
• Develop a list of “preservation talking points” that can be used to advocate for support from 
board members, trustees, and local and state governments. 
 
• Evangelize success.  Collecting institutions should be encouraged to publicize preservation activities 
and accomplishments.  Where public funding has been allocated for preservation, it is important that 
local citizens be made aware of the tangible benefits of its use. 
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Appendix A: Population Profile—Archives  
(31 respondents, or 6% of total survey population) 
 
 
I.  Annual Operating Budgets 
 
Budgets for archives range from less than $10,000 to $10 million or more, though no archives reported 
budgets in the $5 million to $9,999,999 range.  Respondents were fairly evenly distributed among the low, 
middle, and high ranges.  The largest number (39%) fall into the low range, operating with budgets of less 
than $100,000.  Slightly more than one-quarter (29%) fall into the mid-range, with budgets of $100,000 to 
$999,999.  Slightly less than one-third (32%) have annual operating budgets of $1 million and over; it 
should be noted that 23% of all archives have budgets of $10 million or more. 
 
 
What was your institution's total annual operating budget for the most recently 
completed fiscal year?
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II.  Preservation Infrastructure 
 
Funding 
 
Over the long term, preservation efforts will be most effective if they are supported by reliable funding 
from year to year.  For this reason, a line item for preservation should be part of a collecting institution’s 
annual budget.  This ensures an ongoing commitment to preservation and allows for better tracking of 
expenses. 
 
Key findings pertaining to funding for preservation include the following: 
 
• Seven out of ten archives make funding available for preservation/conservation activities, 
whether through a specific budget line (23%) or by making funds available as needed (48%).  
This total represents institutions with budgets ranging from $10,000 to more than $10 million, and 
excludes those with budgets of less than $10,000. 
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• More than half (55%) of archives have applied for grants to fund preservation activities within 
the last five years. 
 
• Of those that had not applied, the most common reasons selected were “lack of staff time or 
expertise to complete an application” (73%) and “additional project planning or preparation 
necessary” (55%). 
 
 
Which of the following factors influenced the decision not to apply for a grant in the past 
five years?
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Staffing 
 
Adequate staffing is crucial to preserving collections.  Some preservation projects, such as weeding and 
shelf maintenance, do not require an investment in equipment or supplies, but do require a commitment 
of time.  Preservation efforts will be most effective if a specific staff member is assigned the responsibility 
of being knowledgeable about preservation issues, and of making (or overseeing) preservation decisions.  
An investment in staff time to carry out collections care activities will result in a longer useful life for 
collections. 
 
Key findings pertaining to staffing include the following: 
 
• Staffing levels for archives tend to be fairly low.  The largest number (39%) have 1 to 2 full-time 
paid staff members, but close to one quarter (23%) have no full-time paid staff members.  More 
than half of all archives (55%) employ part-time paid staff.  It is noteworthy that 13% employ only part-
time paid staff, and that one in ten archives have no paid staff.   
 
• 71% have at least one part-time volunteer.  Just 6% have full-time volunteers, a figure on par with 
all other institution types. 
 
• Volunteers represent a significant source for help with preservation/conservation activities: 
more than five in ten archives employ volunteer help for this purpose.  It is noteworthy that all 
archives with no paid staff devote volunteer time to preservation/conservation activities. 
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How many staff are currently employed in your collecting institution?  Include all staff, not just those for 
preservation.  Do not express in Full-Time Equivalents (FTE). 
Answer Options 0 1-2 3-5 6-10 11-20 21-50 >50 Don't know 
Response 
Count 
Full-time paid staff 7 12 5 2 2 0 2 1 31 
Part-time paid staff 13 9 3 4 0 0 1 1 31 
Full-time volunteers 26 0 2 0 0 0 1 2 31 
Part-time volunteers 8 11 5 2 1 0 3 1 31 
 
 
• Nine in ten archives devote paid staff time to preservation/conservation activities.  The amount 
of time is generally modest, with more than half (55%) devoting .1 to .5 FTE (full-time equivalencies), 
though nearly one quarter (23%) devote 1 FTE or more. 
 
• Almost half (51%) of all archives have a paid staff member with advanced training in 
preservation/ conservation; 26% count 2 to 4 staff members with this training.  Archives with 
annual operating budgets of $100,000 to $499,999 were most likely to have 
preservation/conservation expertise on staff. 
 
 
III. Intellectual Control 
 
Intellectual control of collection materials serves several major functions.  First, it provides researchers 
with a way to find materials relevant to their needs.  Second, it decreases the risk of theft, since in 
addition to facilitating access, catalog records serve to document ownership of collection materials.  
Finally, in the context of disaster recovery, catalog records are invaluable in helping staff determine which 
materials, if any, have been damaged or destroyed. 
 
Key findings pertaining to intellectual control include the following: 
 
• More than four in ten archives have less than half of their holdings cataloged.  Of those that 
have more than half cataloged, 23% of archives have 50% to 74% of their holdings cataloged; 29% 
have 75% to 99% cataloged; and 6% have all of their holdings cataloged. 
 
 
Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, approximately what 
percentage are cataloged?
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IV. The Building & Storage Environment 
 
Building Maintenance & Condition 
 
The building is a collection’s first line of defense against the elements.  For this reason, building upkeep is 
an essential component of preservation.  Unless the building is sound, it cannot support climate control, 
prevent the entrance of pests and intruders, or protect records from fire, water, and other disasters.  To 
ensure that the building remains in good condition, it is ideal to provide regular preventive maintenance 
on a fixed calendar basis, with inspection of roof, gutters, skylights, flashings, and drains, and 
maintenance of any climate control, fire protection, and security systems. 
 
Key findings pertaining to building maintenance and condition include the following: 
 
• 42% of archives have collections stored in more than one building.  Respondents with multiple 
buildings had the option of sharing the number of buildings housing their collections; of the eight that 
did so, responses ranged from two to thirteen buildings, with a majority (5 of the 8) reporting two 
buildings. 
 
• For the most part, archives did not report building problems in significant numbers.  58% 
characterized their roof as being “water-tight, without leaks or seepage.”  At the same time, though, 
nearly one-quarter of respondents reported roof leaks, and of archives with collections stored in 
multiple buildings, 31% reported that their foundation leaks.   
 
 
What is the general condition of the building that houses your collections? 
Answer Options 
Response 
Percent - 
Collections in 
One Building 
Response 
Percent - 
Collections in 
Multiple 
Buildings 
Roof is water-tight, without leaks or seepage 61% 54% 
Water accumulates on roof 11% 8% 
Roof leaks 22% 23% 
Roof/attic is insulated 33% 23% 
Roof/attic is not insulated 17% 23% 
Exterior walls leak 6% 8% 
Condensation occurs on walls and windows 6% 8% 
Exterior walls are insulated 44% 31% 
Exterior walls are not insulated 22% 39% 
Foundation leaks 6% 31% 
Foundation is well-maintained 56% 31% 
Foundation needs re-pointing 6% 0% 
Foundation is cracked 0% 8% 
Foundation has close plantings/ground cover 22% 8% 
Don't know 17% 15% 
 
 
• A plurality of respondents (48%) characterized their maintenance routine as “preventive,” 
defined as “routine items are done on a calendar basis to ensure general upkeep (e.g., clean 
gutters, minor roof repairs, general housekeeping) to basically retard deterioration of the 
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facility”).  With that said, a significant number of respondents characterized their maintenance 
routine as “nominal,” defined as “little is done until there is a major need.” 
 
• Of archives with collections stored in one building, fully one-third characterized their 
maintenance routine as “nominal,” and 11% did not know their maintenance routine. 
 
• Of those with multiple buildings, 23% characterized their maintenance routine as “nominal,” 
and 15% did not know their maintenance routine. 
 
• This information suggests that a sizeable percentage of archives (39%) may actually have 
problems with their building(s) that have not yet been identified through routine inspection 
and maintenance, and that could become quite serious unless they are identified and 
addressed. 
 
Environmental Controls 
 
To a large extent, temperature and relative humidity (RH) levels in the storage or exhibit environment 
determine the longevity of collections.  High temperatures and RH speed the natural aging process of 
materials as they accelerate the chemical reactions that cause deterioration.  This can be seen, for 
example, in the embrittlement and discoloration of paper; corrosion of metal; clouding of glass; and fading 
of dyes.  Sharp and frequent fluctuations in temperature and RH can cause dimensional changes as 
materials swell and contract in response to changes in their environment.  Examples of problems 
resulting from such fluctuations include warping of wood, paper and film; weakening of fibers; and 
cracking of paint.  Humidity control is particularly important: besides causing materials to age more 
quickly, humid environments put collections at risk of damage from mold (which can bloom in 
environments where the RH exceeds 65%), and they can be inviting to pests (e.g., silverfish) that will feed 
on collection materials. 
 
Key findings pertaining to environmental controls include the following: 
 
• Nearly 3 in 10 archives have none of their materials stored in a space with year-round climate 
control.  At the other end of the spectrum, slightly more (35%) have all of their materials stored in a 
space with year-round climate control.  When asked to indicate the components included in their 
climate-control system, the most commonly cited were centralized heating (84%) and centralized air 
conditioning (65%). 
 
Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, approximately what 
percentage are stored in a space with year-round climate control?
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• Just 13% of archives reported that their building(s) have no temperature control. 
 
• Slightly more than one-quarter (26%) reported that their building(s) have no humidity control, 
which places their collections at higher risk of damage from mold growth. 
 
Protection from Fire 
 
All preservation efforts become moot if collections are destroyed by fire.  For this reason, buildings 
housing collection materials should be equipped throughout with fire detection and suppression devices.  
Fire detection devices should be wired directly to the local fire department or another agency where they 
can be monitored continuously.  The installation of fire sprinklers in close proximity to collections was 
once a subject of debate because of the risk of leakage.  Today, however, building-wide fire suppression 
is an accepted practice, for many reasons.  First and foremost, while wet materials can often be salvaged, 
burned materials cannot be.  Second, sprinkler heads activate individually and can extinguish a fire at an 
early stage.  Studies have shown that up to 70% of fires can be extinguished with three or fewer heads.  
Third, sprinklers discharge far less water than fire hoses: the average sprinkler head discharges 20-25 
gallons of water per minute in a relatively gentle spray.  By contrast, fire hoses discharge between 100 to 
250 gallons per minute.  In the event of a fire, limited sprinkler action would cause water damage to a 
relatively small portion of collections, in contrast to the devastating damage resulting to both the building 
and collections from the deluge of pressurized water during an uncontrollable fire. 
 
Key findings pertaining to fire protection include the following: 
 
• Collections in archives are at a significantly higher risk of damage from fire compared to other 
types of institutions.  Close to half (48%) reported that none of their materials are protected by a 
building-wide fire detection and suppression system.  At the other end of the spectrum, 35% reported 
that all of their collections are protected by these systems, a figure in the mid-range compared to all 
other groups. 
 
 
Of materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, approximately what 
percentage is protected by a building-wide fire detection and suppression 
system? 
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• Among the 97% of archives that report having fire detection devices: 
 
o Smoke detectors were the most common type of detection device reported, used by 
74% of respondents. 
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o The vast majority, whether with one building or multiple buildings, have fire detection 
devices installed building-wide (81% in all). 
 
o 65% of respondents with fire detection devices reported that they are inspected 
according to manufacturer specifications to ensure proper operation.  While this is a 
majority, it also means that the inverse number (35%) may have fire detection devices that 
will not work when needed. 
 
o A majority (68%) have the devices connected either to the local fire department or 
another agency for external monitoring, making it more likely that a fire that broke out 
when the building was unoccupied would be detected.  Again, this number represents a 
majority, however it also means that although the inverse number (32%) have detection 
devices, there is no guarantee that a fire that broke out when the building was unoccupied 
would be detected. 
 
Security 
 
Unwanted intrusion into the building or collections storage spaces exposes collections to the risk of loss 
through theft and vandalism.  To minimize this risk, it is important to secure the building during hours 
when it is closed to the public, and to store collections of permanent value in areas accessible only to a 
limited number of staff.  Controlling the distribution of keys to the building and storage spaces is an 
essential and low-cost security measure.  If the building has a security alarm, it should be wired to the 
local police department or other monitoring station to ensure that an after-hours security breach can be 
detected and quickly addressed. 
 
Key findings pertaining to security include the following: 
 
• 85% of archives store their collections in a space closed to the public; slightly more (90%) 
employ some type of security measures to guard against unwanted intrusion into the building 
or space. 
 
• Archives are among the least likely of all groups to store their collections in a storage area 
accessible to the public.  Slightly less than one-fifth (19%) reported doing so. 
 
• Just one respondent reported that their materials had been stolen or vandalized in the past 
five years. 
 
• 64% of archives have a security alarm that is connected directly either to the local police or to 
another monitoring agency, ensuring that a break-in that took place after-hours would be 
detected and addressed. 
 
 
V. Emergency Preparedness 
 
Collection-related emergencies can be contained quickly if staff are prepared to respond.  For this reason, 
every collecting institution needs to have a written, up-to-date disaster plan, as well as staff that are 
familiar with the plan and trained to carry it out.  Some of the most common incidents that impact 
collections include burst pipes, roof leaks and basement leaks, so staff should be prepared to recover 
water-damaged materials.  They may also be able to assist in the recovery of fire-damaged materials.  A 
number of free tools are available online to assist institutions in developing a disaster plan.  One such tool 
is dPlan (www.dplan.org), developed by the Northeast Document Conservation Center and the 
Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners. 
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Key findings pertaining to emergency preparedness include the following: 
 
• A significant percentage of archives are unprepared to respond to a disaster threatening or 
impacting their collections.  39% have completed a written disaster plan, placing archives in the 
mid-range relative to all other institution types.  In the past five years, relatively few (16%) have had 
an incident or disaster that damaged collections, but slightly more than one-quarter (26%) store 
collections in a basement (where they are at much higher risk of damage from water or mold than 
collections stored above-grade). 
 
• Of archives with written disaster plans: 
 
o 75% report that the plan includes instructions for recovering fire- and water-damaged 
materials.  This is on par with most other institution types. 
 
o 67% have updated their plan in the last two years.  Archives are the most likely of all 
institution types to have done so. 
 
o 33% reported that their staff members are both familiar with the plan and trained to 
carry it out. 
 
o In all, just 4 of the 31 archives that responded to the survey met all of these criteria.  
Two of these institutions reported annual operating budgets of $10 million and above, 
however one reported a budget in the $500,000 to $999,999 range, and one in the $10,000 to 
$49,999 range. 
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• 35% of archives have copies of vital collection records (e.g., inventories, finding aids and 
insurance policies) stored off-site, where they would be safe in the event of a disaster that 
prevented access to the building. 
 
• On par with most other groups, very few (10%) have included their collections in their 
municipality’s Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan (CEMP), pointing to a need to 
establish greater cooperation between archives and local emergency managers and first 
responders. 
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VI. Preservation Planning & Activities 
 
General preservation assessments and preservation planning go hand-in-hand.  A general preservation 
assessment is a tool that helps a collecting institution identify risks to the longevity of its collections and 
determine the actions required to address them.  The “bird’s eye view” it provides—with systematically-
collected information about collection management practices, the storage environment, storage and 
exhibition practices, and the condition of materials—informs the assignment of relative preservation 
priorities.  This, in turn, helps an institution chart a course of action, and spend time and money on 
documented needs. 
 
Key findings pertaining to preservation assessment and planning include the following: 
 
• Archives are among the most likely of the survey groups to have had a general preservation 
assessment.  39% have had a general preservation assessment in the past five years, while a 
further 29% had one more than five years ago. 
 
• Over half of archives (55%) plan for preservation.  Those that have had a general preservation 
assessment are significantly more likely to do so. 
 
 
Does your institution have a 
written, long-range preservation 
plan for the care of the collections? 
  
  
  
  
  
    
Has a general preservation assessment ever been performed at your 
institution? 
Answer Options 
Yes, one has 
been 
performed 
within the last 
five years 
Yes, one was 
performed 
more than five 
years ago 
No Don't know 
Response 
Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 3 0 0 0 10% 3 
Yes, but it is not up-to-date 1 0 0 0 3% 1 
No, but one is being developed 4 0 2 0 19% 6 
No, but preservation is addressed in 
overall long-range plan or other institutional 
reports 
3 4 0 0 23% 7 
No 1 5 6 1 42% 13 
Don't know 0 0 0 1 3% 1 
 
 
Preservation activities such as monitoring of temperature and relative humidity, control of light in storage 
and exhibit spaces, pest management, collections cleaning, and protective enclosure, are essential to 
extending the longevity of collections.  Protecting collections through preventive action, these activities 
are often referred to as “preventive conservation.” 
 
Environmental monitoring helps staff gauge whether their climate control equipment is operating as 
intended; it can also provide information that can be used to make the case—to facilities staff, 
administrators, or external funders—for necessary changes or improvements.  Limiting the exposure of 
materials to light, whether they are in storage or on exhibit, prevents the cumulative and irreversible 
deterioration caused by light.  Active pest management, through prevention as well as detection, protects 
collections from pests that see them as food sources.  Cleaning of stacks, collections, and exhibits 
reduces exposure to dust and debris, which can attract pests, provide a substrate for mold growth, and 
cause damage such as staining and abrasion of materials.  Housing materials in protective enclosures 
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serves many functions.  It slows deterioration by preventing exposure of materials to light and dust, and it 
can protect materials from water.  It allows materials to be transported more safely and handled more 
gently.  And it can prevent loss by facilitating organization.  If enclosures are chemically stable, their 
chemical properties will not contribute to the deterioration of the materials they house. 
 
Key findings pertaining to preservation activities include the following: 
 
• Archives are the most likely of all groups to monitor temperature and/or relative humidity in 
some capacity:  71% reported doing so.  Data loggers are the most popular environmental 
monitoring device, with 45% of archives that perform environmental monitoring using them.  More 
than one-quarter (27%) use thermostats for this purpose, however all of these institutions use other 
environmental monitoring devices in tandem with the thermostat, and thus do not rely solely on data 
from the building’s own climate-control system. 
 
• Archives with budgets of $50,000 and above are generally more likely to perform 
environmental monitoring.  The exception to this observation is that no institutions in the $1 million 
to $4,999,999 range monitor temperature and/or relative humidity in their storage or exhibit 
environment.  In these instances, it appears that the three institutions may have reported budgets for 
their parent institution, rather than the collecting unit. 
 
 
 
Does your institution monitor temperature and/or relative humidity in 
storage and/or exhibition spaces? 
Total 
Yes, in storage 
spaces 
Yes, in exhibition 
spaces 
Yes, in both storage 
and exhibition spaces No 
Don't 
know 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 31 15  -  7 9  -  
less than $10,000             
Count 3 1  -  0 2  -  
Row % 100% 33%  -  0% 67%  -  
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 6 2  -  2 2  -  
Row % 100% 33%  -  33% 33%  -  
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 3 2  -  1 0  -  
Row % 100% 67%  -  33% 0%  -  
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 8 4  -  3 1  -  
Row % 100% 50%  -  38% 13%  -  
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 1 1  -  0 0  -  
Row % 100% 100%  -  0% 0%  -  
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 3 0  -  0 3  -  
Row % 100% 0%  -  0% 100%  -  
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 0 0  -  0 0  -  
Row %  -   -   -   -   -   -  
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 7 5  -  1 1  -  
Row % 100% 71%  -  14% 14%  -  
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• 94% of archives take steps to reduce light levels in the storage environment, making them the 
most likely of all groups to do so.  The most common method is turning off lights when the space is 
not in use, reported by 81%.  45% reported that their storage environment has no windows, which 
eliminates sunlight as a risk to collections.  Possibly because light reduction can be one of the least 
expensive actions an institution can take to protect their collections, there appears to be no 
correlation between institutional budget and light reduction practices. 
 
• 71% of archives perform some type of pest management, placing them in the mid-range for all 
groups.  As with all other groups, “routine maintenance and housekeeping” is the most common 
method used, reported by 74% of all archives.  Only 19% perform routine pest monitoring with traps, 
meaning that more than 81% are unlikely to be aware of pests not seen through general day-to-day 
observation.  There appears to be no correlation between institutional budget and pest management 
activity. 
 
• A minority of archives perform any type of collections cleaning.  The largest number (42%) 
reported that they perform stacks cleaning regularly. 
 
• 71% of archives house collection materials in chemically stable protective enclosures, making 
them the most likely of all groups to do so.  There appears to be no correlation between 
institutional budget and the practice of protective enclosure. 
 
Reformatting & Conservation Treatment 
 
Reformatting strategies such as preservation photocopying, microfilming, digitization, and transfer of 
photographs are ideal for preservation when the condition of materials makes it necessary to limit their 
handling, or when only intellectual content needs to be preserved. 
  
Collecting institutions typically have a small but significant body of historical or other special materials that 
need the attention of a professional conservator.  Because improvements to the storage environment and 
preventive conservation activities such as disaster planning and pest management benefit a collection as 
a whole, however, it is usually best to ensure that such measures are in place before resources are spent 
to treat individual items.  Whether done by in-house staff or volunteers or by an external provider, 
conservation treatment is costly.  And if conserved objects return to a poor storage environment, they will 
only continue to deteriorate rapidly. 
 
Key findings pertaining to reformatting and conservation treatment include the following: 
 
• Digitization was the reformatting method reported by the largest number of archives (84%).  A 
significant number also perform preservation photocopying (74%) and/or transfer of AV 
recordings to current media (63%). 
 
• 70% of archives have conservation treatments performed on items in their collection. 
 
• Many of these institutions are not prepared to respond to a collections-related emergency.  Of 
the 21 institutions that have materials conserved, nearly half (48%) have not prepared a written 
disaster plan. 
 
 
VII. Exhibition Practices 
 
The need to exhibit collection materials complicates the goal of preservation.  The exhibit environment is 
often more difficult to control than the storage environment; and the materials displayed have, almost by 
definition, special value.  At the very least, items on exhibit are exposed to higher light levels than they 
would normally experience in storage. 
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Rare, valuable, and/or irreplaceable materials should never be exhibited permanently, since this can 
cause irreversible light damage.  Many institutions avoid exhibiting original items by using facsimiles 
when feasible.  If originals are exhibited, damage from light can be reduced by keeping light levels as low 
as possible, and by limiting the duration of the exhibit.  As a rule of thumb, original materials should be 
exhibited for a maximum of three months.  Exhibit times should be shorter for extremely light-sensitive 
materials, or if light levels are difficult to control. 
 
Key findings pertaining to exhibition practices include the following: 
 
• 42% of archives exhibit rare/valuable/irreplaceable materials.  Of these, all use exhibit mounts, 
supports and/or display cases that are constructed from materials that will not damage, and that 
properly support, the items being exhibited. 
 
• Responses to questions concerning lighting and exhibit duration suggest that materials on 
exhibit at archives are somewhat vulnerable to light damage, which is cumulative and 
irreversible.  Findings that underscore this observation include the following: 
 
o 46% of archives that exhibit materials from their collection use natural light (i.e., 
sunlight) in their exhibit spaces; 31% use fluorescent light without filters to block 
harmful UV radiation. 
 
o 23% place on permanent exhibition materials that they plan to maintain in perpetuity. 
 
• Archives are vigilant when it comes to reducing light levels in the exhibit area.  Of those that 
exhibit materials from their collections, 92% take steps to reduce light levels; the largest number 
(69%) do so by turning off lights.  Given that 46% light their exhibit spaces with sunlight, though, it is 
of some concern that just 15% use curtains to reduce light levels, and only 23% use shades. 
 
 
VIII. Training Needs 
 
Information Resources & Past Training 
 
When asked which resources they use to learn more about preservation/conservation, the greatest 
number of archives selected: 
 
• Articles (83%) 
• Preservation Web sites (77%) 
• Books (70%) 
• Preservation workshops (57%) 
• Professional conferences (57%) 
 
Archives are more likely than any other group to have staff that have attended a preservation/ 
conservation workshop in the past five years, with 67% in this category.  Interestingly, there appears to be 
no correlation between institutional budget and the likelihood that a staff member has attended training in 
the past five years. 
 
Of those reporting staff attendance at workshops over the past five years, the most common training 
topics were: 
 
• Managing digital collections (60%) 
• Care of photographic materials (55%) 
• Creating digital collections (50%) 
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Current Training Needs & Preferences 
 
A central goal of the Massachusetts Connecting to Collections survey was to collect information about 
training needs and preferences for specific types of institutions, in order to develop the most useful and 
effective preservation training possible for target audiences.  In view of this aim, respondents were asked 
to provide information about their training needs, preferred formats, and preferred duration. 
 
Respondents were asked to indicate the level of need for preservation training pertaining to various types 
of materials.  Those for which more than half of archives identified as having “some need” or 
“urgent need” include: 
 
• Digital materials and electronic records (86%) 
• Recorded sound collections (83%) 
• Photographic collections (80%) 
• Moving image collections (67%) 
• Books and bound volumes (56%) 
 
It is important to note that the need most commonly designated “urgent” was for training in the 
preservation of digital materials and electronic records (43%). 
 
When asked about preferred formats, a significant majority of archives (97%) indicated that they would be 
“very” or “somewhat” interested in face-to-face half-day workshops.  With that said, the format in which 
archives most commonly indicated they were “very interested” was face-to-face full-day workshops.  This 
correlates with preferences in duration, where a majority would prefer training lasting one day (57%). 
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Appendix B: Population Profile—Historic Sites 
(18 respondents, or 4% of total survey population) 
 
 
I. Annual Operating Budgets 
 
Annual operating budgets for historic sites range from less than $10,000 to $9,999,999.  The largest 
percentage of respondents fell evenly in the $100,000 to $499,999 range and $1 million to $4,999,999 
range (22% for each), but it is important to note that 33% have budgets of less than $100,000. 
 
 
What was your institution's total annual operating budget for the most 
recently completed fiscal year?
11%
11%
11%
22%
17%
22%
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0%
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$500,000 to $999,999
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999
$10,000,000 or more
 
 
 
II. Preservation Infrastructure 
 
Funding for Preservation 
 
Over the long term, preservation efforts will be most effective if they are supported by reliable funding  
from year to year.  For this reason, a line item for preservation should be part of a collecting institution’s 
annual budget.  This ensures an ongoing commitment to preservation and allows for better tracking of 
expenses. 
 
Key findings pertaining to funding for preservation include the following: 
 
• Historic sites are the most likely of all groups to have a budget line item for preservation, as 
well as the most likely to apply for grants to fund preservation/conservation activities. 
 
• 100% of historic sites make funding available for preservation/conservation activities, whether 
through a specific budget line (56%) or by making funds available as needed (44%).   
 
• 61% have applied for such grants in the last five years.  Of those that had not applied, the most 
common reason selected was “currently have sufficient sources of funding,” selected by 43%. 
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Which of the following factors influenced the decision not to apply for a grant in the past 
five years?
14%
0%
14% 14%
43%
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50%
Not aw are of
appropriate
funding
sources
Lack of staff
time or
expertise to
complete
application
Additional
project planning
or preparation
necessary
before
requesting
grant funds
Preservation/
conservation
not an
institutional
priority
Currently have
suff icient
sources of
funding
Have applied
for grant(s)
from external
sources in the
past but have
been
unsuccessful
Other
 
 
 
Staffing 
 
Adequate staffing is crucial to preserving collections.  Some preservation projects, such as weeding and 
shelf maintenance, do not require an investment in equipment or supplies, but do require a commitment 
of time.  Preservation efforts will be most effective if a specific staff member is assigned the responsibility 
of being knowledgeable about preservation issues, and of making (or overseeing) preservation decisions.  
An investment in staff time to carry out collections care activities will result in a longer useful life for 
collections. 
 
Key findings pertaining to staffing include the following: 
 
• Staffing levels for historic sites ranged from 0 to more than 50 full-time paid staff, with more 
than one quarter (28%) reporting no full-time paid staff members.  Only a slightly smaller 
percentage, though (22%), reported having 11 to 20 full-time paid staff members. 
 
• Equal numbers (28%) reported having 0 or 11 to 20 part-time paid staff. 
 
• More than 8 in 10 have at least one part-time volunteer.  Just one respondent reported having any 
full-time volunteers, a figure on par with all other institution types.   
 
• More than 7 in 10 historic sites devote paid staff time to preservation/conservation activities, 
and over half (56%) use volunteers for this purpose. 
 
• The amount of paid staff time devoted to preservation/conservation is generous relative to 
other groups, with more than one quarter (28%) devoting 1 to 2.5 FTE (full-time equivalencies).  
Volunteer time spent for this purpose was evenly distributed from .1 FTE to 2.5 FTE. 
 
• Historic sites are the most likely of all groups to have paid staff members with advanced 
training in preservation/conservation.  66% reported having at least one paid staff member with 
this training; a plurality (44%) counts one staff member with this training. 
 
• Nearly 4 in 10 have at least one volunteer with advanced training in preservation/conservation. 
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How many staff are currently employed in your collecting institution?  Include all staff, not just those for 
preservation.  Do not express in Full-Time Equivalents (FTE). 
Answer Options 0 1-2 3-5 6-10 11-20 21-50 >50 Don't know 
Response 
Count 
Full-time paid staff 5 3 3 1 4 1 1 0 18 
Part-time paid staff 5 2 0 3 5 2 0 1 18 
Full-time volunteers 16 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 18 
Part-time volunteers 2 1 2 5 1 4 2 1 18 
 
 
 
III. Intellectual Control 
 
Intellectual control of collection materials serves several major functions.  First, it provides researchers 
with a way to find materials relevant to their needs.  Second, it decreases the risk of theft, since in 
addition to facilitating access, catalog records serve to document ownership of collection materials.  
Finally, in the context of disaster recovery, catalog records are invaluable in helping staff determine which 
materials, if any, have been damaged or destroyed. 
 
Key findings pertaining to intellectual control of collections include the following: 
 
• Intellectual control of collections at historic sites is very good overall.  72% have at least three-
quarters of their permanent holdings cataloged, and 28% have all of their holdings cataloged.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, approximately what  
percentage are cataloged? 
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IV. The Building & Environment 
 
Building Maintenance & Condition 
 
The building is a collection’s first line of defense against the elements.  For this reason, building upkeep is 
an essential component of preservation.  Unless the building is sound, it cannot support climate control, 
prevent the entrance of pests and intruders, or protect records from fire, water, and other disasters.  To 
ensure that the building remains in good condition, it is ideal to provide regular preventive maintenance 
on a fixed calendar basis, with inspection of roof, gutters, skylights, flashings, and drains, and 
maintenance of any climate control, fire protection, and security systems. 
 
A large majority of historic sites (78%) have collections stored in more than one building.  Respondents 
with multiple buildings had the option of reporting the number of buildings housing their collections.  Of 
the 10 that did so, the number ranged from 2 to 10, with a majority (70%) reporting four or fewer 
buildings.  Key findings pertaining to building maintenance and condition include the following: 
 
• In terms of building maintenance, a large majority of historic sites as a whole described their 
routine as “preventive” (72%), defined as “routine items are done on a calendar basis to ensure 
general upkeep (e.g., clean gutters, minor roof repairs, general housekeeping) to basically retard 
deterioration of the facility.”   
 
• Just one respondent described their maintenance routine as “nominal,” defined in the survey as 
“little is done until there is a major need.” 
 
• Historic sites were among the most likely to describe their maintenance routine as 
“proactive,” an optimal level defined in the survey as “a list of maintenance needs is compiled 
annually, incorporated into the institution’s budget, and resolved.” 
 
 
What is the general condition of the building that houses your collections? 
Answer Options 
Response 
Percent - 
Collections in 
One Building 
Response 
Percent - 
Collections in 
Multiple 
Buildings 
Roof is water-tight, without leaks or seepage 100% 80% 
Water accumulates on roof 0% 7% 
Roof leaks 0% 27% 
Roof/attic is insulated 0% 27% 
Roof/attic is not insulated 100% 67% 
Exterior walls leak 0% 13% 
Condensation occurs on walls and windows 0% 27% 
Exterior walls are insulated 25% 27% 
Exterior walls are not insulated 50% 53% 
Foundation leaks 25% 20% 
Foundation is well-maintained 50% 60% 
Foundation needs re-pointing 0% 7% 
Foundation is cracked 0% 7% 
Foundation has close plantings/ground cover 0% 7% 
Don't know 0% 0% 
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• 90% of historic sites overall characterized their roof as “water-tight, without leaks or 
seepage,” and 55% overall characterized their foundation as “well-maintained.” 
 
• Noteworthy building problems included: 
 
o Roof leaks as well as condensation on walls and windows (both reported by more than 
one-quarter of those with collections in multiple buildings) 
 
o Leaking foundations (reported by one-quarter of those with collections in one building, and 
one-fifth of those with multiple buildings) 
 
Environmental Controls 
 
To a large extent, temperature and relative humidity (RH) levels in the storage or exhibit environment 
determine the longevity of collections.  High temperatures and RH speed the natural aging process of 
materials as they accelerate the chemical reactions that cause deterioration.  This can be seen, for 
example, in the embrittlement and discoloration of paper; corrosion of metal; clouding of glass; and fading 
of dyes.  Sharp and frequent fluctuations in temperature and RH can cause dimensional changes as 
materials swell and contract in response to changes in their environment.  Examples of problems 
resulting from such fluctuations include warping of wood, paper and film; weakening of fibers; and 
cracking of paint.  Humidity control is particularly important: besides causing materials to age more 
quickly, humid environments put collections at risk of damage from mold (which can bloom in 
environments where the RH exceeds 65%), and they can be inviting to pests (e.g., silverfish) that will feed 
on collection materials. 
 
Key findings pertaining to environmental controls include the following: 
 
• The majority of historic sites have at least three-quarters of their collections stored in a space 
with year-round climate control. 
 
• Slightly more than 2 in 10 have all of their collections stored in a space with year-round 
climate control, while nearly 3 in 10 have none of their collections stored in a space with year-
round climate control. 
 
• When asked to indicate the components included in their climate control system, the most 
commonly cited were central heating (67%) and central air conditioning (44%). 
 
• Just over 2 in 10 historic sites reported that their building or buildings have “no climate 
control of any kind.”  
 
• Of those with climate-control in their building or buildings, all have temperature control, 
however 22% do not have control over relative humidity (RH), placing their collections at 
higher risk of damage from mold growth. 
 
• Half of all historic sites use portable dehumidifiers to keep RH to an acceptable level. 
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Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, approximately what 
percentage are stored in a space with  year-round climate control?
28%
17%
0%
6%
28%
22%
0%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%
0%
1%-24%
25%-49%
50%-74%
75%-99%
100%
Don't know
 
 
 
Protection from Fire 
 
All preservation efforts become moot if collections are destroyed by fire.  For this reason, buildings 
housing collection materials should be equipped throughout with fire detection and suppression devices.  
Fire detection devices should be wired directly to the local fire department or another agency where they 
can be monitored continuously.  The installation of fire sprinklers in close proximity to collections was 
once a subject of debate because of the risk of leakage.  Today, however, building-wide fire suppression 
is an accepted practice, for many reasons.  First and foremost, while wet materials can often be salvaged, 
burned materials cannot be.  Second, sprinkler heads activate individually and can extinguish a fire at an 
early stage.  Studies have shown that up to 70% of fires can be extinguished with three or fewer heads.  
Third, sprinklers discharge far less water than fire hoses: the average sprinkler head discharges 20-25 
gallons of water per minute in a relatively gentle spray.  By contrast, fire hoses discharge between 100 to 
250 gallons per minute.  In the event of a fire, limited sprinkler action would cause water damage to a 
relatively small portion of collections, in contrast to the devastating damage resulting to both the building 
and collections from the deluge of pressurized water during an uncontrollable fire. 
 
Key findings pertaining to fire protection include the following: 
 
• The risk of damage by fire to collections held by historic sites due to a lack of detection and 
suppression systems is on par with most other groups.  One-third of historic sites responding to 
the survey reported that none of their materials are protected by a building-wide fire detection and 
suppression system.  At the other end of the spectrum, 44% reported that all of their collections are 
protected by these systems. 
 
• Just one historic site reported having no fire detection devices.  Among the 96% that have 
them: 
 
o Smoke detectors were the most common type of detection device reported, used by 
81% of respondents.  Heat detectors are used more commonly by historic sites with multiple 
buildings. 
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o A significant majority, whether with one building or multiple buildings, have fire 
detection devices installed building-wide (76%). 
 
o All respondents with fire detection devices reported that they are inspected according 
to manufacturer specifications to ensure proper operation; and a large majority (88%) 
have the devices connected either to the local fire department or another agency for 
external monitoring, making it more likely that a fire that broke out when the building 
was unoccupied would be detected. 
 
 
Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, approximately what 
percentage is protected by a building-wide fire detection and suppression 
system?
33%
11%
0%
0%
11%
44%
0%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
0%
1%-24%
25%-49%
50%-74%
75%-99%
100%
Don't know
 
 
 
• Those with one building are better protected in this regard than those with multiple buildings.  
Where all of those with one building reported that fire detection devices are externally monitored, just 
64% of those with multiple buildings have the devices externally monitored for all buildings, and 21% 
have them monitored for some buildings. 
 
• 44% of historic sites that responded to the survey reported that they have a fire suppression 
system, making this group among the least likely of all institution types to have one. 
 
• Even among those with a system, coverage may be only partial: of those with a fire 
suppression system and collections stored in multiple buildings, 60% reported that the 
systems are installed throughout all buildings, while the remainder reported that they are 
installed throughout some buildings. 
 
• These figures were identical to those reporting that their suppression system is inspected 
according to manufacturer specifications to ensure proper operation. 
 
Security 
 
Unwanted intrusion into the building or collections storage spaces exposes collections to the risk of loss 
through theft and vandalism.  To minimize this risk, it is important to secure the building during hours 
when it is closed to the public, and to store collections of permanent value in areas accessible only to a 
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limited number of staff.  Controlling the distribution of keys to the building and storage spaces is an 
essential and low-cost security measure.  If the building has a security alarm, it should be wired to the 
local police department or other monitoring station to ensure that an after-hours security breach can be 
detected and quickly addressed. 
 
Key findings pertaining to security include the following: 
 
• Rates of theft and vandalism of collections at historic sites are relatively low: just two 
respondents (representing 11%) reported that materials from their collections had been stolen 
or vandalized in the past five years. 
 
• 83% of historic sites store their collections in a space closed to the public.   
 
• A large number of historic sites have motion detectors in rooms (83%); an equal number have 
burglar alarms on doors and/or windows.  In both instances, historic sites are the most likely of all 
groups to have either. 
 
• 17% of historic sites (representing 3 institutions) do not employ any security measures to 
prevent unwanted intrusion into the building or buildings housing their collections. 
 
• 83% of historic sites have a security alarm that is connected directly either to the local police 
or to another monitoring agency, ensuring that a break-in that took place after-hours would be 
detected and addressed. 
 
 
V. Emergency Preparedness 
 
Collection-related emergencies can be contained quickly if staff are prepared to respond.  For this reason, 
every collecting institution needs to have a written, up-to-date disaster plan, as well as staff that are 
familiar with the plan and trained to carry it out.  Some of the most common incidents that impact 
collections include burst pipes, roof leaks and basement leaks, so staff should be prepared to recover 
water-damaged materials.  They may also be able to assist in the recovery of fire-damaged materials.  A 
number of free tools are available online to assist institutions in developing a disaster plan.  One such tool 
is dPlan (www.dplan.org), developed by the Northeast Document Conservation Center and the 
Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners. 
 
Key findings pertaining to emergency preparedness include the following: 
 
• Historic sites are the most likely of all groups to have a written emergency/disaster plan, with 
56% reporting having prepared one.  In the past five years, a considerable number have had an 
incident or disaster that damaged collections (39%).  Where descriptions were given, the majority of 
incidents/disasters were water-related.  More than one-quarter (28%) of historic sites have collections 
stored in the basement, where they are much higher risk of damage from water or mold than 
collections stored above-grade. 
 
• Of historic sites with written emergency/disaster plans: 
 
o 80% report that the plan includes instructions for recovering fire- and water-damaged 
materials. 
o 20% have updated their plan in the last two years. 
o 40% reported that their staff members are both familiar with the plan and trained to 
carry it out. 
o In all, just one of the 18 historic sites that responded to the survey met all of these 
criteria. 
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• 72% of historic sites have copies of vital collection records (e.g., inventories, finding aids and 
insurance policies) stored off-site, where they would be safe in the event of a disaster that 
prevented access to the building.  This is a high number relative to other groups, however just 17% 
have included their collections in their municipality’s Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan 
(CEMP), pointing to a need to establish greater cooperation between historic sites and local 
emergency managers and first responders. 
 
 
VI. Preservation Planning & Activities 
 
General preservation assessments and preservation planning go hand-in-hand.  A general preservation 
assessment is a tool that helps a collecting institution identify risks to the longevity of its collections and 
determine the actions required to address them.  The “bird’s eye view” it provides—with systematically-
collected information about collection management practices, the storage environment, storage and 
exhibition practices, and the condition of materials—informs the assignment of relative preservation 
priorities.  This, in turn, helps an institution chart a course of action, and spend time and money on 
documented needs. 
 
Key findings pertaining to preservation assessment and planning include the following: 
 
• 22% of historic sites have had a general preservation assessment in the last five years, while a 
further 50% had one more than five years ago.  They are the most likely group to have had an 
assessment, and they are the most likely as well to engage in preservation planning.   
 
• 83% of historic sites plan for preservation in some way, whether it is with an up-to-date, 
written, long-range plan (28%), or by addressing preservation in overall long-range plans or 
institutional reports (28%).  It is noteworthy that of the five institutions that have not had a general 
preservation assessment, only two do not plan for preservation. 
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Does your institution have a 
written, long-range preservation 
plan for the care of the collections? 
  
  
Has a general preservation assessment ever been performed at your 
institution? 
Answer Options 
Yes, one has 
been 
performed 
within the last 
five years 
Yes, one was 
performed 
more than five 
years ago 
No Don't know 
Response 
Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 3 2 0 0 28% 5 
Yes, but it is not up-to-date 0 3 0 0 17% 3 
No, but one is being developed 1 0 1 0 11% 2 
No, but preservation is addressed in overall 
long-range plan or other institutional 
reports 
0 3 2 0 28% 5 
No 0 1 2 0 17% 3 
Don't know 0 0 0 0 0% 0 
 
 
Preservation activities such as monitoring of temperature and relative humidity, control of light in storage 
and exhibit spaces, pest management, collections cleaning, and protective enclosure, are essential to 
extending the longevity of collections.  Protecting collections through preventive action, these activities 
are often referred to as “preventive conservation.” 
 
Environmental monitoring helps staff gauge whether their climate control equipment is operating as 
intended; it can also provide information that can be used to make the case—to facilities staff, 
administrators, or external funders—for necessary changes or improvements.  Limiting the exposure of 
materials to light, whether they are in storage or on exhibit, prevents the cumulative and irreversible 
deterioration caused by light.  Active pest management, through prevention as well as detection, protects 
collections from pests that see them as food sources.  Cleaning of stacks, collections, and exhibits 
reduces exposure to dust and debris, which can attract pests, provide a substrate for mold growth, and 
cause damage such as staining and abrasion of materials.  Housing materials in protective enclosures 
serves many functions.  It slows deterioration by preventing exposure of materials to light and dust, and it 
can protect materials from water.  It allows materials to be transported more safely and handled more 
gently.  And it can prevent loss by facilitating organization.  If enclosures are chemically stable, their 
chemical properties will not contribute to the deterioration of the materials they house. 
 
Key findings pertaining to preservation activities include the following: 
 
• Over half (56%) of historic sites monitor temperature and/or relative humidity (RH) in storage 
and/or exhibition spaces, placing them in the mid-range relative to other groups. 
 
• There is a strong correlation between an institution’s annual operating budget and 
environmental monitoring practices: of historic sites that perform environmental monitoring, 
all had budgets of $100,000 and above. 
 
• Used by 70% of those that perform environmental monitoring, data loggers are the most 
commonly used devices.  30% reported using a thermostat to monitor the environment, but of 
these, 67% used other devices in tandem with the thermostat to collect data external to the building’s 
climate-control system. 
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Does your institution monitor temperature and/or relative humidity in 
storage and/or exhibition spaces? 
Total 
Yes, in 
storage 
spaces 
Yes, in 
exhibition 
spaces 
Yes, in both storage 
and exhibition 
spaces No 
Don't 
know 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 18 4 1 5 8  -  
less than $10,000             
Count 2 0 0 0 2  -  
Row % 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%  -  
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 2 0 0 0 2  -  
Row % 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%  -  
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 2 0 0 0 2  -  
Row % 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%  -  
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 4 1 0 2 1  -  
Row % 100% 25% 0% 50% 25%  -  
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 3 1 1 0 1  -  
Row % 100% 33% 33% 0% 33%  -  
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 4 2 0 2 0  -  
Row % 100% 50% 0% 50% 0%  -  
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 1 0 0 1 0  -  
Row % 100% 0% 0% 100% 0%  -  
 
 
• 88% take basic steps to reduce light levels in storage areas.  By far the most common method 
is turning off lights when the space is not in use (done by 61%).  Possibly because light 
reduction can be one of the least expensive actions an institution can take to protect its collections, 
there appears to be no correlation between institutional budget and light reduction practices. 
 
• 39% monitor light levels in storage and/or exhibition spaces.  Of those, just one employs only 
visual observation (i.e., does not use tools such as footcandle meters or blue wool cards). 
 
• Historic sites are the most likely of all groups to perform some type of pest management: 89% 
reported doing so.  “Routine maintenance and housekeeping” was the method most commonly 
reported (83%), followed by “examination of incoming collections for pests” (50%) and “routine pest 
monitoring using traps” (50%).  There appears to be no correlation between institutional budget and 
pest management practices. 
 
o It is noteworthy that historic sites are the most likely of all groups to perform pest 
monitoring using traps, which allow collection managers to detect pest problems that 
might not be detected through day-to-day observation. 
 
• Historic sites are among the most likely of all groups to perform some type of collections 
cleaning.  44% report that they clean collections; 56% report that they clean exhibits.  There appears 
to be no correlation between institutional budget and collections cleaning. 
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• 44% house collection materials in chemically stable protective enclosures.  There appears to 
be no correlation between institutional budget and protective enclosure practices. 
 
Reformatting & Conservation Treatment 
 
Reformatting strategies such as preservation photocopying, microfilming, digitization, and transfer of 
photographs are ideal for preservation when the condition of materials makes it necessary to limit their 
handling, or when only intellectual content needs to be preserved. 
  
Collecting institutions typically have a small but significant body of historical or other special materials that 
need the attention of a professional conservator.  Because improvements to the storage environment and 
preventive conservation activities such as disaster planning and pest management benefit a collection as 
a whole, however, it is usually best to ensure that such measures are in place before resources are spent 
to treat individual items.  Whether done by in-house staff or volunteers or by an external provider, 
conservation treatment is costly.  And if conserved objects return to a poor storage environment, they will 
only continue to deteriorate rapidly. 
 
Key findings pertaining to reformatting and conservation treatment include the following: 
 
• Digitization, reported by 61% of historic sites, is by far the most common method of 
reformatting for this group.  A majority (56%) also use preservation photocopying.  Fewer than half 
reported reformatting using other methods. 
 
• A high percentage (83%) of historic sites have conservation treatments performed on items in 
their collection. 
 
 
VII. Exhibition Practices 
 
The need to exhibit collection materials complicates the goal of preservation.  The exhibit environment is 
often more difficult to control than the storage environment; and the materials displayed have, almost by 
definition, special value.  At the very least, items on exhibit are exposed to higher light levels than they 
would normally experience in storage. 
 
Rare, valuable, and/or irreplaceable materials should never be exhibited permanently, since this can 
cause irreversible light damage.  Many institutions avoid exhibiting original items by using facsimiles 
when feasible.  If originals are exhibited, damage from light can be reduced by keeping light levels as low 
as possible, and by limiting the duration of the exhibit.  As a rule of thumb, original materials should be 
exhibited for a maximum of three months.  Exhibit times should be shorter for extremely light-sensitive 
materials, or if light levels are difficult to control. 
 
Key findings pertaining to exhibition practices include the following: 
 
• 95% of historic sites reported exhibit rare/valuable/irreplaceable materials from their 
collections.  94% of those that exhibit materials from their collection use exhibit mounts, supports 
and/or display cases that are constructed from materials that will not damage, and that properly 
support, the items being exhibited.   
 
• On the whole, historic sites are vigilant about reducing light levels in exhibition areas.  89% 
take steps to reduce light levels in the exhibition environment, making historic sites among the most 
likely to do so.  A majority (56%) turn off lights, and 50% use shades. 
 
• 88% place on permanent exhibit materials that they plan to maintain in perpetuity.  Light 
damage is a product of the duration and intensity of exposure, so the longer an item is exhibited, the 
more damage it sustains. 
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VIII. Training Needs 
 
Information Resources & Past Training 
 
When asked which resources they use to learn more about preservation/conservation, the greatest 
number of historic sites selected: 
 
• Articles (87%) 
• Books (61%) 
• Preservation Web sites (61%) 
• Other collecting institutions (56%) 
• Preservation workshops (56%). 
 
Text responses citing other sources of information included: 
 
• Area citizens interested in local history 
• Colleagues 
• The National Trust for Historic Preservation 
 
Historic sites are about as likely as other groups to have had a staff member that attended a 
preservation/conservation workshop in the past five years.  Of the 56% that reported this, the most 
popular training topics were: 
 
• Preservation management (80%) 
• Managing digital collections (50%) 
• Conservation Treatment (50%) 
• Care and handling of materials (50%) 
 
Current Training Needs & Preferences 
 
A central goal of the Massachusetts Connecting to Collections survey was to collect information about 
training needs and preferences for specific types of institutions, in order to develop the most useful and 
effective preservation training possible for target audiences.  In view of this aim, respondents were asked 
to provide information about their training needs, preferred formats, and preferred duration. 
 
Respondents were asked to indicate the level of need for preservation training pertaining to various types 
of materials.  Those for which more than half of historic sites identified as having “some need” or 
“urgent need” include: 
 
• Historic and ethnographic objects (73%) 
• Art objects (72%) 
• Digital materials and electronic records (67%) 
• Photographic collections (62%) 
• Books and bound volumes (52%) 
 
It is important to note that the need most commonly designated “urgent” was for training in the 
preservation of photographic collections (31%). 
 
Preferences for training duration were split evenly between half a day and one day (with 33% selecting 
each).  As to format, nearly all respondents (94%) indicated that they were “very” or “somewhat” 
interested in face-to-face full-day and face-to-face half-day workshops.  Between the two formats, a larger 
percentage (72%) indicated that they were “very” interested in face-to-face half-day workshops. 
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Appendix C: Population Profile—Historical Societies 
(79 respondents, or 16% of total survey population) 
 
 
I. Annual Operating Budgets 
 
Of the eight institution types, historical societies overwhelmingly reported the smallest budgets.  They 
range from less than $10,000 to $999,999, with the largest segment (44%) reporting budgets of less than 
$10,000.  Fully 71% of historical societies have budgets of less than $50,000. 
 
 
What was your institution's total annual operating budget for the most recently 
completed fiscal year?
44%
27%
14%
14%
1%
0%
0%
0%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
less than $10,000
$10,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $499,999
$500,000 to $999,999
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999
$10,000,000 or more
 
 
 
II. Preservation Infrastructure 
 
Funding 
 
Over the long term, preservation efforts will be most effective if they are supported by reliable funding 
from year to year.  For this reason, a line item for preservation should be part of a collecting institution’s 
annual budget.  This ensures an ongoing commitment to preservation and allows for better tracking of 
expenses. 
 
Key findings pertaining to funding for preservation include the following: 
 
• Six in ten historical societies make funding available for preservation activities, whether 
through a dedicated budget line (22%) or by making funds available as needed (38%).  These 
institutions represent the full range of budgets for historical societies as a group, from under $10,000 
to $999,999, demonstrating a strong commitment to preservation regardless of budget. 
 
• Just over half (51%) have applied for grants to fund preservation/conservation activities in the 
last five years.  Of those that have not applied for grants, 91% were institutions with budgets of less 
than $50,000.   
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• The most commonly selected reason for not applying for grants was overwhelmingly “lack of 
staff time or expertise to complete an application” (75%).   
 
 
Which of the following factors influenced the decision not to apply for a grant in the 
past five years?
31%
75%
47%
3% 3% 9%
19%
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suff icient
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from external
sources in the
past but have
been
unsuccessful
Other
 
 
Staffing 
 
Adequate staffing is crucial to preserving collections.  Some preservation projects, such as weeding and 
shelf maintenance, do not require an investment in equipment or supplies, but do require a commitment 
of time.  Preservation efforts will be most effective if a specific staff member is assigned the responsibility 
of being knowledgeable about preservation issues, and of making (or overseeing) preservation decisions.  
An investment in staff time to carry out collections care activities will result in a longer useful life for 
collections. 
 
Key findings pertaining to staffing include the following: 
 
• Analysis of written comments received within the survey and in emails from respondents to 
the project intern revealed that of 39 institutions that cited lack of staff as an obstacle to 
preservation, a significant number were historical societies. 
 
• Staffing levels for historical societies are the lowest of any group.  Six in ten historical 
societies have no paid staff, and just 13% have at least one full-time paid staff member.  36% 
employ part-time paid staff; and 26% have only part-time paid staff. 
 
• Historical societies are more likely than any other group to employ full-time volunteers (14%), 
and a significant percentage (88%) employ part-time volunteers. 
 
How many staff are currently employed in your collecting institution?  Include all staff, not just those for 
preservation.  Do not express in Full-Time Equivalents (FTE). 
Answer Options 0 1-2 3-5 6-10 11-20 21-50 >50 Don't know 
Response 
Count 
Full-time paid staff 68 7 3 0 0 0 0 0 78 
Part-time paid staff 50 25 3 0 0 0 0 0 78 
Full-time volunteers 66 8 1 1 1 0 0 1 78 
Part-time volunteers 6 3 17 19 17 5 8 3 78 
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• Just 29% of historical societies dedicate paid staff time to preservation or conservation 
activities; of these, most report devoting .1 to .5 full-time equivalencies (FTE).  Volunteers 
represent a significant source for help with collections care: of historical societies with no paid staff, 
90% devote volunteer time to preservation/conservation activities. 
 
 
III. Intellectual Control 
 
Intellectual control of collection materials serves several major functions.  First, it provides researchers 
with a way to find materials relevant to their needs.  Second, it decreases the risk of theft, since in 
addition to facilitating access, catalog records serve to document ownership of collection materials.  
Finally, in the context of disaster recovery, catalog records are invaluable in helping staff determine which 
materials, if any, have been damaged or destroyed. 
 
Key findings pertaining to intellectual control include the following: 
 
• A majority of historical societies (53%) have less than half of their holdings cataloged.  Of 
those that have more than half their collection cataloged, most (64%) have 75-99% cataloged. 
 
 
Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, approximately what 
percentage are cataloged?
8%
24%
21%
13%
30%
4%
1%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%
0%
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50%-74%
75%-99%
100%
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IV. The Building & Environment 
 
Building Maintenance & Condition 
 
The building is a collection’s first line of defense against the elements.  For this reason, building upkeep is 
an essential component of preservation.  Unless the building is sound, it cannot support climate control, 
prevent the entrance of pests and intruders, or protect records from fire, water, and other disasters.  To 
ensure that the building remains in good condition, it is ideal to provide regular preventive maintenance 
on a fixed calendar basis, with inspection of roof, gutters, skylights, flashings, and drains, and 
maintenance of any climate control, fire protection, and security systems. 
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Key findings pertaining to building maintenance and condition include the following: 
 
• A small majority of all historical societies (53%) have collections stored in more than one 
building.  Respondents with multiple buildings had the option of reporting the number of buildings 
housing their collections.  Of the 24 that did so, the number ranged from 2 to 5, with just over half 
reporting two buildings. 
 
• In terms of building maintenance, historical societies as a whole were more likely than any 
other group to describe their building maintenance routine as “nominal” (reported by 39% of 
historical societies, and defined as “little is done until there is a major need”).  Only a slightly 
higher number (41%) described their routine as “preventive” (defined as “routine items are done on a 
calendar basis to ensure general upkeep (e.g., clean gutters, minor roof repairs, general 
housekeeping) to basically retard deterioration of the facility”). 
 
• Despite the extent of reported upkeep, relative to other groups, historical societies reported 
few problems with their buildings.  Given respondents’ characterization of building maintenance 
routines, however, it seems possible that many may have problems with their building(s) that have 
not yet been identified through routine inspection and maintenance, and that could become quite 
serious unless they are identified and addressed. 
 
 
What is the general condition of the building or buildings that house your collections? 
Answer Options 
Response 
Percent - 
Collections in 
One Building 
Response 
Percent - 
Collections in 
Multiple 
Buildings 
Roof is water-tight, without leaks or seepage 82% 71% 
Water accumulates on roof 0% 2% 
Roof leaks 11% 24% 
Roof/attic is insulated 47% 15% 
Roof/attic is not insulated 34% 61% 
Exterior walls leak 0% 5% 
Condensation occurs on walls and windows 16% 20% 
Exterior walls are insulated 34% 24% 
Exterior walls are not insulated 40% 68% 
Foundation leaks 21% 42% 
Foundation is well-maintained 47% 22% 
Foundation needs re-pointing 13% 20% 
Foundation is cracked 8% 15% 
Foundation has close plantings/ground cover 29% 20% 
Don't know 5% 2% 
 
 
Environmental Controls 
 
To a large extent, temperature and relative humidity (RH) levels in the storage or exhibit environment 
determine the longevity of collections.  High temperatures and RH speed the natural aging process of 
materials as they accelerate the chemical reactions that cause deterioration.  This can be seen, for 
example, in the embrittlement and discoloration of paper; corrosion of metal; clouding of glass; and fading 
of dyes.  Sharp and frequent fluctuations in temperature and RH can cause dimensional changes as 
materials swell and contract in response to changes in their environment.  Examples of problems 
resulting from such fluctuations include warping of wood, paper and film; weakening of fibers; and 
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cracking of paint.  Humidity control is particularly important: besides causing materials to age more 
quickly, humid environments put collections at risk of damage from mold (which can bloom in 
environments where the RH exceeds 65%), and they can be inviting to pests (e.g., silverfish) that will feed 
on collection materials. 
 
Key findings pertaining to environmental controls include the following: 
 
• Just over half of historical societies have none of their collections stored in a space with year-
round climate control.  At the other end of the spectrum, just 9% have all of their collections stored 
in a space with year-round climate control.  When asked to indicate the components included in their 
climate control system, the most commonly cited were central heating (77%) and portable 
dehumidifiers (45%). 
 
 
Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, approximately what 
percentage are stored in a space with  year-round climate control?
51%
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8%
18%
9%
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50%-74%
75%-99%
100%
Don't know
 
 
 
• 15% reported that their building or buildings have “no climate control of any kind.”  
 
• Of those with climate-control in their building or buildings, 12% do not have temperature 
control, and 34% do not have control over relative humidity, placing their collections at risk of 
damage from mold growth. 
 
Protection from Fire 
 
All preservation efforts become moot if collections are destroyed by fire.  For this reason, buildings 
housing collection materials should be equipped throughout with fire detection and suppression devices.  
Fire detection devices should be wired directly to the local fire department or another agency where they 
can be monitored continuously.  The installation of fire sprinklers in close proximity to collections was 
once a subject of debate because of the risk of leakage.  Today, however, building-wide fire suppression 
is an accepted practice, for many reasons.  First and foremost, while wet materials can often be salvaged, 
burned materials cannot be.  Second, sprinkler heads activate individually and can extinguish a fire at an 
early stage.  Studies have shown that up to 70% of fires can be extinguished with three or fewer heads.  
Third, sprinklers discharge far less water than fire hoses: the average sprinkler head discharges 20-25 
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gallons of water per minute in a relatively gentle spray.  By contrast, fire hoses discharge between 100 to 
250 gallons per minute.  In the event of a fire, limited sprinkler action would cause water damage to a 
relatively small portion of collections, in contrast to the devastating damage resulting to both the building 
and collections from the deluge of pressurized water during an uncontrollable fire. 
 
Key findings pertaining to fire protection include the following: 
 
• Collections in historical societies are at a significantly higher risk of damage from fire 
compared to other types of institutions.  More than 6 in 10 reported that none of their materials 
are protected by a building-wide fire detection and suppression system.  At the other end of the 
spectrum, 19% reported that all of their collections are protected by these systems, the lowest 
percentage of all groups.   
 
 
Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, approximately what 
percentage is protected by a building-wide fire detection and suppression 
system?
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• Among the 91% that report having fire detection devices: 
 
o Smoke detectors were the most common type of detection device reported, used by 71% 
of historical societies.  Institutions with multiple buildings are significantly more likely to have 
smoke detectors than those with their collections stored in one building (78% vs. 63%). 
 
o The vast majority, whether with one building or multiple buildings, have fire detection 
devices installed building-wide (69% in all). 
 
o 59% of respondents with fire detection devices reported that they are inspected according 
to manufacturer specifications to ensure proper operation.  While this is a majority, it also 
means that the inverse number (41%) may have fire detection devices that will not work when 
needed. 
 
o A majority (64%) have the devices connected either to the local fire department or another 
agency for external monitoring, making it more likely that a fire that broke out when the 
building was unoccupied would be detected.  Again, this number represents a majority, 
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however it also means that although the inverse number (36%) have detection devices, there is 
no guarantee that a fire that broke out when the building was unoccupied would be detected. 
 
• Unlike institutions such as public libraries, which often reside in buildings that have been 
renovated in recent years, most historical societies are small organizations that reside in older 
buildings that may not have been renovated in decades.  With this in mind, it is not surprising 
that just 30% of historical societies that responded to the survey reported that they have a fire 
suppression system, making them the least likely of all groups to have one. 
 
• Even among those with a system, coverage is often only partial: of those with a fire 
suppression system and collections stored in one building, 62% reported that the system is 
installed building-wide.  For those with multiple buildings, just 9% reported that the systems are 
installed throughout all buildings, while 45% reported that they are installed throughout some 
buildings.  The remainder did not know whether the system or systems were installed building wide. 
 
• 37% do not know whether their building’s suppression system is inspected according to 
manufacturer specifications to ensure proper operation, while 21% reported that their system 
is not inspected. 
 
Security 
 
Unwanted intrusion into the building or collections storage spaces exposes collections to the risk of loss 
through theft and vandalism.  To minimize this risk, it is important to secure the building during hours 
when it is closed to the public, and to store collections of permanent value in areas accessible only to a 
limited number of staff.  Controlling the distribution of keys to the building and storage spaces is an 
essential and low-cost security measure.  If the building has a security alarm, it should be wired to the 
local police department or other monitoring station to ensure that an after-hours security breach can be 
detected and quickly addressed. 
 
Key findings pertaining to security include the following: 
 
• Over 8 in 10 historical societies store at least a portion of their permanent collections in a 
space closed to the public; just as many employ some type of security measures to guard 
against unwanted intrusion into the building or space.   
 
• Historical societies are more likely than any other group to store at least a portion of their 
permanent collections in a storage area accessible to the public: more than half (55%) 
reported doing so. 
 
• Of those with circulating collections (presumably published reference materials), two-thirds 
reported that circulating materials had been stolen or vandalized in the past five years.  By 
contrast, the rate of theft and vandalism for permanent collections is low, with just 9% reporting that 
materials had been stolen or vandalized in the past five years. 
 
• 65% of all historical societies have a security alarm that is connected directly either to the 
local police or to another monitoring agency, ensuring that a break-in that occurred after-
hours would be detected and addressed. 
 
 
V. Emergency Preparedness 
 
Collection-related emergencies can be contained quickly if staff are prepared to respond.  For this reason, 
every collecting institution needs to have a written, up-to-date disaster plan, as well as staff that are 
familiar with the plan and trained to carry it out.  Some of the most common incidents that impact 
collections include burst pipes, roof leaks and basement leaks, so staff should be prepared to recover 
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water-damaged materials.  They may also be able to assist in the recovery of fire-damaged materials.  A 
number of free tools are available online to assist institutions in developing a disaster plan.  One such tool 
is dPlan (www.dplan.org), developed by the Northeast Document Conservation Center and the 
Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners. 
 
Key findings pertaining to emergency preparedness include the following: 
 
• A sizeable percentage of historical societies are unprepared to respond to a disaster 
threatening or impacting their collections.  Just 14% have completed a written disaster plan, yet in 
the last five years, 27% have had an incident or disaster that damaged collections, and nearly one-
third store collections in a basement (where they are at much higher risk of damage from water or 
mold than collections stored above-grade). 
 
• Of historical societies with written disaster plans: 
 
o 82% report that the plan includes instructions for recovering fire- and water-damaged 
materials. 
o 27% have updated their plan in the last two years. 
o 18% reported that their staff members are both familiar with the plan and trained to 
carry it out. 
o In all, just 1 of the 79 historical societies that responded to the survey met all of these 
criteria.  This respondent had a budget in the relative high range for historical societies 
($100,000 to $499,999). 
 
 
Emergency Preparedness - Historical Societies
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Total historical societies responding to question
 
 
 
• Four in ten historical societies have copies of vital collection records (e.g., inventories, finding 
aids and insurance policies) stored off-site, where they would be safe in the event of a 
disaster that prevented access to the building. 
 
• Just 5% have included their collections in their municipality’s Comprehensive Emergency 
Management Plan (CEMP), pointing to a need to establish greater cooperation between 
historical societies and local emergency managers and first responders. 
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VI. Preservation Planning & Activities 
 
General preservation assessments and preservation planning go hand-in-hand.  A general preservation 
assessment is a tool that helps a collecting institution identify risks to the longevity of its collections and 
determine the actions required to address them.  The “bird’s eye view” it provides—with systematically-
collected information about collection management practices, the storage environment, storage and 
exhibition practices, and the condition of materials—informs the assignment of relative preservation 
priorities.  This, in turn, helps an institution chart a course of action, and spend time and money on 
documented needs. 
 
Key findings pertaining to preservation assessment and planning include the following: 
 
• More than 4 in 10 historical societies have had a general preservation assessment.  13% had 
one performed in the last five years, while a further 18% had one more than five years ago. 
 
• Historical societies are among the least likely of institution types to plan for preservation.  
62% have no written plans of any kind to guide preservation activities over the long term.  Just 1% 
have a written, long-range preservation plan.  A further 8% reported that while they have a plan, it is 
not up-to-date.  And 12% indicated that while they do not have a separate preservation plan, 
preservation is addressed in overall long-range plans or institutional reports. 
 
• Historical societies that have had a general preservation assessment are significantly more 
likely to plan for preservation.  Of the 32 institutions that have had an assessment, 17 (53%) plan 
for preservation; by contrast, of the 37 institutions that have not had an assessment, just 11% do so. 
 
 
Does your institution have a written, 
long-range preservation plan for the 
care of the collections? 
  
  
Has a general preservation assessment ever been 
performed at your institution?   
Answer Options 
Yes, one has been 
performed within 
the last five years 
Yes, one was 
performed more 
than five years 
ago 
No Don't know 
Response 
Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 0 1 0 0 1% 1 
Yes, but it is not up-to-date 1 4 0 1 8% 6 
No, but one is being developed 4 2 1 3 13% 10 
No, but preservation is addressed in overall 
long-range plan or other institutional 
reports 
1 4 3 1 12% 9 
No 3 11 32 2 62% 48 
Don't know 0 1 1 2 5% 4 
 
 
• A majority of historical societies devote funding and a significant amount of volunteer time to 
preservation, but without an up-to-date preservation plan, these resources may not be 
directed to addressing critical issues, and may not significantly impact the longevity of their 
collections. 
 
Preservation activities such as monitoring of temperature and relative humidity, control of light in storage 
and exhibit spaces, pest management, collections cleaning, and protective enclosure, are essential to 
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extending the longevity of collections.  Protecting collections through preventive action, these activities 
are often referred to as “preventive conservation.” 
 
Environmental monitoring helps staff gauge whether their climate control equipment is operating as 
intended; it can also provide information that can be used to make the case—to facilities staff, 
administrators, or external funders—for necessary changes or improvements.  Limiting the exposure of 
materials to light, whether they are in storage or on exhibit, prevents the cumulative and irreversible 
deterioration caused by light.  Active pest management, through prevention as well as detection, protects 
collections from pests that see them as food sources.  Cleaning of stacks, collections, and exhibits 
reduces exposure to dust and debris, which can attract pests, provide a substrate for mold growth, and 
cause damage such as staining and abrasion of materials.  Housing materials in protective enclosures 
serves many functions.  It slows deterioration by preventing exposure of materials to light and dust, and it 
can protect materials from water.  It allows materials to be transported more safely and handled more 
gently.  And it can prevent loss by facilitating organization.  If enclosures are chemically stable, their 
chemical properties will not contribute to the deterioration of the materials they house. 
 
Key findings pertaining to preservation activities include the following: 
 
• 41% of historical societies monitor temperature and/or relative humidity (RH) in some 
capacity.  Thermostats are the most commonly used environmental monitoring devices, used by 
63% of historical societies.  90% of these institutions use other environmental monitoring devices in 
tandem with the thermostat, and thus do not rely solely on data from the building’s own climate-
control system.  Historical societies with budgets of $100,000 and above are significantly more 
likely to perform environmental monitoring. 
 
 
  
Does your institution monitor temperature and/or relative humidity in storage 
and/or exhibition spaces? 
Total 
Yes, in storage 
spaces 
Yes, in 
exhibition 
spaces 
Yes, in both 
storage and 
exhibition 
spaces No Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 78 8 6 18 43 3 
less than $10,000             
Count 34 1 2 4 25 2 
Row % 100% 3% 6% 12% 74% 6% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 21 2 2 3 13 1 
Row % 100% 10% 10% 14% 62% 5% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 11 1 2 5 3 0 
Row % 100% 9% 18% 45% 27% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 11 4 0 5 2 0 
Row % 100% 36% 0% 45% 18% 0% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 1 0 0 1 0 0 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 
 
 
• 87% of historical societies take steps to reduce light levels in the storage environment, 
making them more likely than most other groups to do so.  59% turn off lights when the space is 
not in use; one-third use shades, and one-third use curtains.  There appears to be no correlation 
between institutional budget and light reduction practices. 
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• 69% of historical societies perform some type of pest management, placing them in the mid-
range for all groups.  As with all other groups, “routine maintenance and housekeeping” is the most 
common method used, reported by 58% of all historical societies.  Only 24% perform routine pest 
monitoring with traps, meaning that more than three-quarters of historical societies are not likely to be 
aware of pests other than those seen through day-to-day observation. 
 
• The higher an historical society’s budget, the more likely it is to perform pest management 
activities.  In particular, institutions with budgets of $10,000 and above are more likely to perform 
routine monitoring using traps, and therefore have a better likelihood of detecting pest problems not 
perceived through casual observation. 
 
 
 
What does your institution's pest management program include? 
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Annual Operating 
Budget                       
Sample Size 78 30 28 8 45 19 3 21 21 3 3 
less than $10,000                       
Count 34 5 9 1 16 3 1 8 15 2 0 
Row % 100% 15% 26% 3% 47% 9% 3% 24% 44% 6% 0% 
$10,000 to 
$49,999                       
Count 21 6 7 2 12 7 0 2 5 1 3 
Row % 100% 29% 33% 10% 57% 33% 0% 10% 24% 5% 14% 
$50,000 to 
$99,999                       
Count 11 8 6 2 9 4 0 5 0 0 0 
Row % 100% 73% 55% 18% 82% 36% 0% 45% 0% 0% 0% 
$100,000 to 
$499,999                       
Count 11 10 5 3 7 5 2 6 1 0 0 
Row % 100% 91% 45% 27% 64% 45% 18% 55% 9% 0% 0% 
$500,000 to 
$999,999                       
Count 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Row % 100% 100% 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 
 
• A minority of historical societies perform any type of collections cleaning.  The largest number 
(37%) reported that they clean exhibits routinely. 
 
• Just over half of historical societies (51%) house collection materials in chemically stable 
protective enclosures.  There appears to be no correlation between institutional budget and the 
practice of protective enclosure. 
 
Reformatting & Conservation Treatment 
 
Reformatting strategies such as preservation photocopying, microfilming, digitization, and transfer of 
photographs are ideal for preservation when the condition of materials makes it necessary to limit their 
handling, or when only intellectual content needs to be preserved. 
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Collecting institutions typically have a small but significant body of historical or other special materials that 
need the attention of a professional conservator.  Because improvements to the storage environment and 
preventive conservation activities such as disaster planning and pest management benefit a collection as 
a whole, however, it is usually best to ensure that such measures are in place before resources are spent 
to treat individual items.  Whether done by in-house staff or volunteers or by an external provider, 
conservation treatment is costly.  And if conserved objects return to a poor storage environment, they will 
only continue to deteriorate rapidly. 
 
Key findings pertaining to reformatting and conservation treatment include the following: 
 
• Preservation photocopying was the reformatting method reported by the largest number of 
historical societies (67%).  A significant number (63%) also digitize materials from their collections. 
 
• Half of all historical societies have conservation treatments performed on items in their 
collection 
 
• Many of these institutions do not have essential preservation measures in place for their 
collections.  Of the 39 institutions that have materials conserved, 18% perform no pest management 
activities, but more alarmingly, 62% have not prepared a written disaster plan. 
 
 
VII. Exhibition Practices 
 
The need to exhibit collection materials complicates the goal of preservation.  The exhibit environment is 
often more difficult to control than the storage environment; and the materials displayed have, almost by 
definition, special value.  At the very least, items on exhibit are exposed to higher light levels than they 
would normally experience in storage. 
 
Rare, valuable, and/or irreplaceable materials should never be exhibited permanently, since this can 
cause irreversible light damage.  Many institutions avoid exhibiting original items by using facsimiles 
when feasible.  If originals are exhibited, damage from light can be reduced by keeping light levels as low 
as possible, and by limiting the duration of the exhibit.  As a rule of thumb, original materials should be 
exhibited for a maximum of three months.  Exhibit times should be shorter for extremely light-sensitive 
materials, or if light levels are difficult to control. 
 
82% of historical societies exhibit both rare and non-rare materials.  Of these, 91% use exhibit mounts, 
supports and/or display cases that are constructed from materials that will not damage, and that properly 
support, the items being exhibited.  Responses to questions concerning lighting and exhibit duration 
suggest that materials on exhibit at historical societies are highly vulnerable to light damage, which is 
cumulative and irreversible. 
 
Key findings that underscore this observation include the following: 
 
• 67% of all historical societies that exhibit materials from their collection use natural light (i.e., 
sunlight) in their exhibit spaces.   
 
• 80% place on permanent exhibition materials that they plan to maintain in perpetuity. 
 
• At the same time, historical societies are among the most vigilant institutions when it comes 
to reducing light levels in the exhibit area.  85% take steps to reduce light levels; the largest 
number (58%) do so by turning off lights.  Given that two-thirds light their exhibit spaces with sunlight, 
though, it is of some concern that just 26% use curtains to reduce light levels, and only 31% use 
shades.   
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VIII. Training Needs 
 
Information Resources & Past Training 
 
When asked which resources they use to learn more about preservation/conservation, the greatest 
number of historical societies selected: 
 
• Articles (68%) 
• Books (60%) 
• Preservation Web sites (59%) 
• Preservation workshops (54%) 
 
Sources of information cited in text comments included: 
 
• Other museum curators 
• Conservators  
• Local preservation professionals 
• Networking 
 
Historical societies are about as likely as other groups to have staff that have attended a preservation/ 
conservation workshop in the past five years, with 54% in this category.  Cross-tabulation of this data 
with annual operating budgets shows a strong correlation between an institution’s operating 
budget and the likelihood that a staff member has attended training in the past five years. 
 
 
  
Have staff at your institution attended a 
preservation/conservation workshop in the past five 
years? 
Total Yes No Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget         
Sample Size 78 42 31 5 
less than $10,000         
Count 34 9 20 5 
Row % 100% 26% 59% 15% 
$10,000 to $49,999         
Count 21 13 8 0 
Row % 100% 62% 38% 0% 
$50,000 to $99,999         
Count 11 10 1 0 
Row % 100% 91% 9% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999         
Count 11 10 1 0 
Row % 100% 91% 9% 0% 
$500,000 to $999,999         
Count 1 0 1 0 
Row % 100% 0% 100% 0% 
 
 
Of those reporting staff attendance at workshops over the past five years, the most common training 
topics were: 
 
• Care and handling of materials (71%) 
• Care of photographic materials (50%) 
• Storage issues (48%) 
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• Exhibits (45%) 
 
Current Training Needs & Preferences 
 
A central goal of the Massachusetts Connecting to Collections survey was to collect information about 
training needs and preferences for specific types of institutions, in order to develop the most useful and 
effective preservation training possible for target audiences.  In view of this aim, respondents were asked 
to provide information about their training needs, preferred formats, and preferred duration. 
 
Respondents were asked to indicate the level of need for preservation training pertaining to various types 
of materials.  Those for which more than half of historical societies identified as having “some 
need” or “urgent need” include: 
 
• Photographic collections (84%) 
• Books and bound volumes (73%) 
• Historic and ethnographic objects (69%) 
• Unbound sheets (66%) 
• Art objects (63%) 
• Digital materials and electronic records (63%) 
 
It is important to note that the “urgent need” most commonly selected was for training in the 
preservation of photographic collections (31%). 
 
When asked about preferred formats, an equal number of historical societies (44%) selected “face-to-face 
full-day” and “face-to-face half-day” workshops.  In terms of duration, slightly more would prefer training 
lasting one day (36%) than half a day (33%). 
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Appendix D: Population Profile—Academic Libraries 
(56 respondents, or 11% of total survey population) 
 
 
I.  Annual Operating Budgets 
 
Budgets for academic libraries range from $10,000 to over $10 million.  Slightly more than half (53%) of 
academic libraries reported annual operating budgets of $1,000,000 and over.  The next largest cluster 
fell in the mid-range, with 38% reporting annual operating budgets of $100,000 to $999,999.  9% of 
academic libraries reported budgets of less than $100,000. 
 
 
What was your institution's total annual operating budget for the most recently 
completed fiscal year?
0%
5%
4%
27%
11%
21%
9%
23%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%
less than $10,000
$10,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $499,999
$500,000 to $999,999
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999
$10,000,000 or more
 
 
 
II.  Preservation Infrastructure 
 
Funding 
 
Over the long term, preservation efforts will be most effective if they are supported by reliable funding 
from year to year.  For this reason, a line item for preservation should be part of a collecting institution’s 
annual budget.  This ensures an ongoing commitment to preservation and allows for better tracking of 
expenses. 
 
Key findings pertaining to funding for preservation include the following: 
 
• Six in ten academic libraries make funding available for preservation activities, whether 
through a dedicated budget line (25%) or by making funds available as needed (36%).  This 
total represents institutions from all budget groups for academic libraries. 
 
• Slightly more than half of academic libraries (52%) have not applied for a grant to fund 
preservation activities in the last five years. 
  
Massachusetts Connecting to Collections Statewide Preservation Survey 
Final Report: Appendix D—Population Profile: Academic Libraries 
March 28, 2011 
74 
• The most common reasons cited for not having applied for a grant were “lack of staff time or 
expertise to complete an application” (59%) and “preservation/conservation not an 
institutional priority” (52%). 
 
Which of the following factors influenced the decision not to apply for a grant in the 
past five years?
24%
59%
38%
52%
3% 0% 3%
0%
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appropriate
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Additional
project
planning or
preparation
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before
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Preservation/
conservation
not an
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Currently have
suff icient
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funding
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for grant(s)
from external
sources in the
past but have
been
unsuccessful
Other
 
 
Staffing 
 
Adequate staffing is crucial to preserving collections.  Some preservation projects, such as weeding and 
shelf maintenance, do not require an investment in equipment or supplies, but do require a commitment 
of time.  Preservation efforts will be most effective if a specific staff member is assigned the responsibility 
of being knowledgeable about preservation issues, and of making (or overseeing) preservation decisions.  
An investment in staff time to carry out collections care activities will result in a longer useful life for 
collections. 
 
Key findings pertaining to staffing include the following: 
 
• Full-time paid staffing levels in academic libraries span a range from 0 to more than 50 staff.  
A plurality (49%) employs 3 to 10 full-time paid staff members.  Just one academic library reported 
employing only part-time paid staff.  A fairly small percentage of academic libraries employ 
volunteers, whether full-time (4%) or part-time (23%). 
 
 
How many staff are currently employed in your collecting institution?  Include all staff, not just those for 
preservation.  Do not express in Full-Time Equivalents (FTE). 
Answer Options 0 1-2 3-5 6-10 11-20 21-50 >50 Don't know 
Response 
Count 
Full-time paid staff 1 5 16 11 10 8 3 2 56 
Part-time paid staff 10 16 11 10 4 3 0 2 56 
Full-time volunteers 52 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 56 
Part-time volunteers 41 12 1 0 0 0 0 2 56 
 
 
• Three-quarters of academic libraries devote paid staff time to preservation/conservation 
activities.  The amount of time tends to be modest, with 52% devoting .1 to .5 FTE (full-time 
equivalencies), though 20% devote 1 FTE or more. 
  
Massachusetts Connecting to Collections Statewide Preservation Survey 
Final Report: Appendix D—Population Profile: Academic Libraries 
March 28, 2011 
75 
 
• More than half (52%) of all academic libraries have at least one paid staff member with 
advanced training in preservation/conservation, most (32%) counting 1 staff member with this 
training. 
 
• 62% of academic libraries that reported at least one paid staff member with advanced training 
in preservation/conservation have annual operating budgets of $1 million or more. 
 
 
III. Intellectual Control 
 
Intellectual control of collection materials serves several major functions.  First, it provides researchers 
with a way to find materials relevant to their needs.  Second, it decreases the risk of theft, since in 
addition to facilitating access, catalog records serve to document ownership of collection materials.  
Finally, in the context of disaster recovery, catalog records are invaluable in helping staff determine which 
materials, if any, have been damaged or destroyed. 
 
Key findings pertaining to intellectual control include the following: 
 
• Intellectual control of circulating collections in academic libraries is strong overall.  96% have 
at least three-quarters of their circulating collection cataloged. 
 
 
Approximately what percentage of your circulating collection is cataloged?
0%
0%
0%
4%
37%
59%
0%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%
0%
1%-24%
25%-49%
50%-74%
75%-99%
100%
Don't know
 
 
 
• Nine out of ten academic libraries reported that they have “holdings that they plan to maintain 
in perpetuity” (generally referred to here as “permanent collections”), and for these 
collections, intellectual control is much weaker: just 45% have at least 75% of their holdings 
cataloged. 
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Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, approximately what 
percentage are cataloged?
6%
14%
16%
10%
29%
16%
10%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%
0%
1%-24%
25%-49%
50%-74%
75%-99%
100%
Don't know
 
 
 
IV. The Building & Storage Environment 
 
The building is a collection’s first line of defense against the elements.  For this reason, building upkeep is 
an essential component of preservation.  Unless the building is sound, it cannot support climate control, 
prevent the entrance of pests and intruders, or protect records from fire, water, and other disasters.  To 
ensure that the building remains in good condition, it is ideal to provide regular preventive maintenance 
on a fixed calendar basis, with inspection of roof, gutters, skylights, flashings, and drains, and 
maintenance of any climate control, fire protection, and security systems. 
 
Key findings pertaining to building maintenance and condition include the following: 
 
• The vast majority of academic libraries (76%) have their collections stored in one building.  Of 
those that reported storing their collections in multiple buildings, the majority (64%) reported having 
two or three buildings. 
 
• Slightly over half of all academic libraries that responded to the survey (51%) characterized 
their building maintenance routine as “preventive,” defined as “routine items are done on a 
calendar basis to ensure general upkeep (e.g., clean gutters, minor roof repairs, general 
housekeeping) to basically retard deterioration of the facility”). 
 
• More than two in ten (21%) characterized their building maintenance routine as “nominal,” 
defined as “little is done until there is a major need,” and a further 14% did not know their 
building maintenance routine. 
 
• This information suggests that up to 23% of academic libraries may have problems with their 
building(s) that have not yet been identified through routine inspection and maintenance, and 
that could become quite serious unless they are identified and addressed. 
 
• 42% of academic libraries overall characterized their roof as “water-tight, without leaks or 
seepage,” and 40% characterized their foundation as “well-maintained.”  Data suggest that 
collections in academic libraries are at some risk of damage from water or mold.  To this point, 4 in 10 
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academic libraries report roof leaks; more than one-quarter report that water accumulates on the roof; 
and close to one-quarter report that their exterior walls leak.  Institutions with collections stored in 
multiple buildings reported these problems with greater frequency. 
 
 
What is the general condition of the building that houses your collections? 
Answer Options Response Percent - Collections in One Building 
Response Percent - 
Collections in Multiple 
Buildings 
Roof is water-tight, without leaks or 
seepage 
38% 46% 
Water accumulates on roof 25% 38% 
Roof leaks 38% 42% 
Roof/attic is insulated 13% 29% 
Roof/attic is not insulated 3% 13% 
Exterior walls leak 16% 33% 
Condensation occurs on walls and 
windows 
13% 29% 
Exterior walls are insulated 34% 38% 
Exterior walls are not insulated 16% 21% 
Foundation leaks 0% 21% 
Foundation is well-maintained 38% 42% 
Foundation needs re-pointing 0% 4% 
Foundation is cracked 0% 8% 
Foundation has close 
plantings/ground cover 9% 13% 
Don't know 16% 13% 
 
 
Environmental Controls 
 
To a large extent, temperature and relative humidity (RH) levels in the storage or exhibit environment 
determine the longevity of collections.  High temperatures and RH speed the natural aging process of 
materials as they accelerate the chemical reactions that cause deterioration.  This can be seen, for 
example, in the embrittlement and discoloration of paper; corrosion of metal; clouding of glass; and fading 
of dyes.  Sharp and frequent fluctuations in temperature and RH can cause dimensional changes as 
materials swell and contract in response to changes in their environment.  Examples of problems 
resulting from such fluctuations include warping of wood, paper and film; weakening of fibers; and 
cracking of paint.  Humidity control is particularly important: besides causing materials to age more 
quickly, humid environments put collections at risk of damage from mold (which can bloom in 
environments where the RH exceeds 65%), and they can be inviting to pests (e.g., silverfish) that will feed 
on collection materials. 
 
Key findings pertaining to environmental controls include the following: 
 
• 58% have at least three-quarters of their circulating collections stored in a space with year-
round climate control, while just over one-quarter (26%) reported that none of their circulating 
collections are stored in a space with year-round climate control. 
 
• Climate control for permanent collections was somewhat better, with 63% of academic 
libraries that hold such collections storing at least three-quarters in a space with year-round 
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climate control.  Just 14% reported that none of their permanent collections were stored in a space 
with year-round climate control. 
 
Approximately what percentage of your circulating collection is stored in a 
space with  year-round climate control?
26%
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75%-99%
100%
Don't know
 
 
Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, approximately what 
percentage are stored in a space with  year-round climate control?
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• When asked to indicate the components included in their climate control system, those most 
commonly cited were central heating (89%) and central air conditioning (86%). 
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• Only 7% of all academic libraries reported having no temperature control in their building or 
buildings, which is in the low range relative to all other institution types. 
 
• 15% have no control over relative humidity; this is in the mid-range relative to all other 
institution types. 
 
Protection from Fire 
 
All preservation efforts become moot if collections are destroyed by fire.  For this reason, buildings 
housing collection materials should be equipped throughout with fire detection and suppression devices.  
Fire detection devices should be wired directly to the local fire department or another agency where they 
can be monitored continuously.  The installation of fire sprinklers in close proximity to collections was 
once a subject of debate because of the risk of leakage.  Today, however, building-wide fire suppression 
is an accepted practice, for many reasons.  First and foremost, while wet materials can often be salvaged, 
burned materials cannot be.  Second, sprinkler heads activate individually and can extinguish a fire at an 
early stage.  Studies have shown that up to 70% of fires can be extinguished with three or fewer heads.  
Third, sprinklers discharge far less water than fire hoses: the average sprinkler head discharges 20-25 
gallons of water per minute in a relatively gentle spray.  By contrast, fire hoses discharge between 100 to 
250 gallons per minute.  In the event of a fire, limited sprinkler action would cause water damage to a 
relatively small portion of collections, in contrast to the devastating damage resulting to both the building 
and collections from the deluge of pressurized water during an uncontrollable fire. 
 
Key findings pertaining to fire protection include the following: 
 
• Collections in academic libraries are among the most likely of all institution types to have all 
of their collections, whether circulating or permanent, protected by a building-wide fire 
detection and suppression system. 
 
 
Approximately what percentage of your circulating collection is protected by a 
building-wide fire detection and suppression system?
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Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, approximately what 
percentage is protected by a building-wide fire detection and suppression 
system?
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• Just one academic library of the 56 that responded reported having no fire protection devices 
in their building. 
 
• Academic libraries housing collections in multiple buildings were significantly more likely 
than those housing collections in one building to have information about their fire protection 
systems.  Among those with collections stored in one building only, 31% have fire detection devices, 
but were uncertain of the type.  By contrast, just 17% of institutions with multiple buildings reported 
the same.  This may suggest that those with multiple buildings are also more likely to be familiar with 
the building and its systems in general—an important component of preservation because this 
knowledge can help collection managers identify risks to their collections posed by building-related 
problems. 
 
• The vast majority of academic libraries, whether with collections in one or multiple buildings, 
have fire detection devices installed building-wide (89%). 
 
• 87% of those that have fire detection devices reported that all devices are connected directly 
either to the local fire department or another monitoring agency. 
 
• 7 in 10 academic libraries overall have fire suppression systems in the building(s) housing 
their collections.  Those with one building are significantly less likely to have a fire suppression 
system, however: 42% do not have one, compared with 13% of those with multiple buildings. 
 
• 89% of those with fire suppression systems have the systems installed building-wide, 
ensuring that a fire that broke out in one area of the building would be extinguished before 
spreading to other areas. 
 
• 77% of all academic libraries with fire suppression systems reported that their system is 
inspected according to manufacturer specifications, ensuring that the system will function 
properly if and when it is needed. 
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Security 
 
Unwanted intrusion into the building or collections storage spaces exposes collections to the risk of loss 
through theft and vandalism.  To minimize this risk, it is important to secure the building during hours 
when it is closed to the public, and to store collections of permanent value in areas accessible only to a 
limited number of staff.  Controlling the distribution of keys to the building and storage spaces is an 
essential and low-cost security measure.  If the building has a security alarm, it should be wired to the 
local police department or other monitoring station to ensure that an after-hours security breach can be 
detected and quickly addressed. 
 
Key findings pertaining to collections security include the following: 
 
• As with public and special libraries, the incidence of theft and vandalism of circulating 
materials is quite high.  For academic libraries, this figure is 81%. 
 
• 91% of academic libraries hold permanent collections; of these, 78% store materials in a 
storage space closed to the public.  At the same time, however, 39% also store permanent 
collection materials in an open storage area accessible to the public. 
 
• Perhaps in part for this reason, academic libraries reported among the highest incidence of 
theft and vandalism of permanent collections, with 25% reporting that “materials that they 
plan to maintain in perpetuity” had been stolen or vandalized in the past five years.  It is 
important to note that a further 24% did not know whether materials had been stolen or vandalized, 
so the actual incidence of theft and vandalism could be much higher. 
 
• 98% of academic libraries employ some type of security measures to guard against unwanted 
intrusion into their building or space.  Just over half (51%) have a security alarm that is connected 
directly either to the local police department or another monitoring agency. 
 
 
V. Emergency Preparedness 
 
Collection-related emergencies can be contained quickly if staff are prepared to respond.  For this reason, 
every collecting institution needs to have a written, up-to-date disaster plan, as well as staff that are 
familiar with the plan and trained to carry it out.  Some of the most common incidents that impact 
collections include burst pipes, roof leaks and basement leaks, so staff should be prepared to recover 
water-damaged materials.  They may also be able to assist in the recovery of fire-damaged materials.  A 
number of free tools are available online to assist institutions in developing a disaster plan.  One such tool 
is dPlan (www.dplan.org), developed by the Northeast Document Conservation Center and the 
Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners. 
 
Key findings pertaining to emergency preparedness include the following: 
 
• 51% of academic libraries have prepared a written disaster plan, making them among the most 
likely of all groups to have done so. 
 
• At the same time, they were also among the most likely to have experienced an incident or 
disaster that damaged collections in the past five years.  Of those that provided information about 
the type of incident, nearly all reported water leaks, and several reported mold outbreaks. 
 
• Of academic libraries with written disaster plans: 
 
o 71% report that the plan includes instructions for recovering fire- and water-damaged 
materials. 
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o 46% have updated their plan in the last two years. 
 
o 36% reported that their staff members are both familiar with the plan and trained to 
carry it out. 
 
o In all, just 13% of all academic libraries that responded to the survey met all of these 
criteria.  Three of these seven institutions reported annual operating budgets of $100,000 to 
$499,999, while the remainder reported budgets of $10 million and above. 
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• Just over half of all academic libraries (51%) have copies of vital collection records (e.g., 
inventories, finding aids and insurance policies) stored off-site, where they would be safe in 
the event of a disaster that prevented access to the building. 
 
• Just one institution had included its collections in its municipality’s Comprehensive 
Emergency Management Plan (CEMP), pointing to a need to establish greater cooperation 
between academic libraries and local emergency managers and first responders. 
 
 
VI. Preservation Planning & Activities 
 
General preservation assessments and preservation planning go hand-in-hand.  A general preservation 
assessment is a tool that helps a collecting institution identify risks to the longevity of its collections and 
determine the actions required to address them.  The “bird’s eye view” it provides—with systematically-
collected information about collection management practices, the storage environment, storage and 
exhibition practices, and the condition of materials—informs the assignment of relative preservation 
priorities.  This, in turn, helps an institution chart a course of action, and spend time and money on 
documented needs. 
 
Key findings pertaining to preservation assessment and planning in academic libraries include 
the following: 
 
• 16% of academic libraries have had a general preservation assessment in the past five years; 
a further 25% had one more than five years ago.  They are only moderately more likely than other 
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groups to have had an assessment.  There is no apparent correlation between annual operating 
budget and the likelihood of having had a preservation assessment.   
 
• More than half (53%) have no written plans to guide preservation activities over the long term.  
Just 7% have a written, long-range, up-to-date preservation plan.  A further 4% reported that they 
have a plan, but it is not up-to-date.  13% indicated that while they do not have a separate 
preservation plan, preservation is addressed in overall long-range plans or institutional reports. 
 
• Academic libraries that have had a general preservation assessment are significantly more 
likely to plan for preservation. 
 
 
Does your institution have a 
written, long-range preservation 
plan for the care of the collections? 
  
  
Has a general preservation assessment ever been performed at your 
institution? 
Answer Options 
Yes, one has 
been 
performed 
within the last 
five years 
Yes, one was 
performed 
more than five 
years ago 
No Don't know 
Response 
Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 1 1 2 0 7% 4 
Yes, but it is not up-to-date 2 0 0 0 4% 2 
No, but one is being developed 0 5 1 1 13% 7 
No, but preservation is addressed in overall 
long-range plan or other institutional 
reports 
3 2 2 0 13% 7 
No 3 6 18 2 53% 29 
Don't know 0 0 1 5 11% 6 
 
 
Preservation activities such as monitoring of temperature and relative humidity, control of light in storage 
and exhibit spaces, pest management, collections cleaning, and protective enclosure, are essential to 
extending the longevity of collections.  Protecting collections through preventive action, these activities 
are often referred to as “preventive conservation.” 
 
Environmental monitoring helps staff gauge whether their climate control equipment is operating as 
intended; it can also provide information that can be used to make the case—to facilities staff, 
administrators, or external funders—for necessary changes or improvements.  Limiting the exposure of 
materials to light, whether they are in storage or on exhibit, prevents the cumulative and irreversible 
deterioration caused by light.  Active pest management, through prevention as well as detection, protects 
collections from pests that see them as food sources.  Cleaning of stacks, collections, and exhibits 
reduces exposure to dust and debris, which can attract pests, provide a substrate for mold growth, and 
cause damage such as staining and abrasion of materials.  Housing materials in protective enclosures 
serves many functions.  It slows deterioration by preventing exposure of materials to light and dust, and it 
can protect materials from water.  It allows materials to be transported more safely and handled more 
gently.  And it can prevent loss by facilitating organization.  If enclosures are chemically stable, their 
chemical properties will not contribute to the deterioration of the materials they house. 
 
Key findings pertaining to preservation activities include the following: 
 
• There appears to be little correlation between annual operating budgets and the preservation 
activities performed. 
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• 51% of academic libraries monitor temperature and/or relative humidity (RH) in some capacity.  
Thermohygrometers are the most commonly used environmental monitoring devices, reported by 
46% of those that perform environmental monitoring.  36% reported using thermostats, but of these, 
67% use other environmental monitoring devices in tandem with the thermostat, and thus do not rely 
solely on data from the building’s own climate-control system.  
 
• 78% of academic libraries take steps to reduce light levels in the storage environment.  The 
most common step is turning off lights when the space is not in use, reported by 47%. 
 
• 87% of academic libraries perform some type of pest management.  As with all other groups, 
“routine maintenance and housekeeping” is the most common method used, reported by 58% of all 
academic libraries.  31% perform routine pest monitoring with traps, making academic libraries more 
likely than most other groups to do so.  This also means, however, that more than two-thirds of 
academic libraries are not likely to be aware of pests aside from those seen through day-to-day 
observation. 
 
• A minority of academic libraries perform any type of collections cleaning.  The largest number 
(45%) reported that they perform stacks cleaning. 
 
• Just over half of academic libraries (51%) house collection materials in chemically stable 
protective enclosures.  This number accounts for 55% of those counting permanent collections 
among their holdings. 
 
Reformatting & Conservation Treatment 
 
Reformatting strategies such as preservation photocopying, microfilming, digitization, and transfer of 
photographs are ideal for preservation when the condition of materials makes it necessary to limit their 
handling, or when only intellectual content needs to be preserved. 
  
Collecting institutions typically have a small but significant body of historical or other special materials that 
need the attention of a professional conservator.  Because improvements to the storage environment and 
preventive conservation activities such as disaster planning and pest management benefit a collection as 
a whole, however, it is usually best to ensure that such measures are in place before resources are spent 
to treat individual items.  Whether done by in-house staff or volunteers or by an external provider, 
conservation treatment is costly.  And if conserved objects return to a poor storage environment, they will 
only continue to deteriorate rapidly. 
 
Key findings pertaining to reformatting and conservation treatment include the following: 
 
• Digitization was the reformatting method reported by the largest number of academic libraries 
(65%).  A significant number (54%) create preservation photocopies of materials, and close to 
half (49%) transfer AV recordings to current media. 
 
• 53% of all academic libraries have conservation treatments performed on items in their 
collection 
 
• A considerable number of these institutions do not have essential preservation measures in 
place for their collections.  Of the 29 institutions that have materials conserved, 38% perform no 
environmental monitoring, and nearly one-quarter have not prepared a written disaster plan. 
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VII. Exhibition Practices 
 
The need to exhibit collection materials complicates the goal of preservation.  The exhibit environment is 
often more difficult to control than the storage environment; and the materials displayed have, almost by 
definition, special value.  At the very least, items on exhibit are exposed to higher light levels than they 
would normally experience in storage. 
 
Rare, valuable, and/or irreplaceable materials should never be exhibited permanently, since this can 
cause irreversible light damage.  Many institutions avoid exhibiting original items by using facsimiles 
when feasible.  If originals are exhibited, damage from light can be reduced by keeping light levels as low 
as possible, and by limiting the duration of the exhibit.  As a rule of thumb, original materials should be 
exhibited for a maximum of three months.  Exhibit times should be shorter for extremely light-sensitive 
materials, or if light levels are difficult to control. 
 
Key findings pertaining to exhibition practices include the following: 
 
• 65% of academic libraries exhibit rare, valuable and/or irreplaceable materials from their 
collections. 
 
• 92% use exhibit mounts, supports and/or display cases that are constructed from materials 
that will not damage, and that properly support, the items being exhibited.   
 
• Responses to questions concerning lighting and exhibit duration suggest that materials on 
exhibit in academic libraries are fairly vulnerable to light damage, which is cumulative and 
irreversible.  Findings that support this observation include the following: 
 
o 58% of academic libraries that exhibit materials from their collection use natural light 
(i.e., sunlight) in their exhibit spaces.   
 
o Nearly half (47%) place on permanent exhibit items that they plan to maintain in 
perpetuity. 
 
o Roughly 45% take no steps to reduce light levels in the exhibition environment. 
 
o Over half (53%) exhibit permanent collection items in a lobby, where light levels as 
well as climate fluctuations and security are likely to pose preservation risks. 
 
 
VIII. Training Needs 
 
Information Resources & Past Training 
 
When asked which resources they use to learn more about preservation/conservation, the greatest 
number of academic libraries selected: 
 
• Articles (67%) 
• Preservation Web sites (62%) 
• Preservation workshops (58%) 
 
In text comments, one respondent named NEDCC as a source for information about preservation/ 
conservation.  Another stated that the question did not apply as they held “no special collections.” 
 
Academic libraries are about as likely as other groups to have staff that have attended a preservation/ 
conservation workshop in the past five years, with 58% in this category.  Cross-tabulation of this data with 
annual operating budgets shows fairly consistent levels of representation across all budget groups. 
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Of those reporting staff attendance at workshops over the past five years, the most common training 
topics were: 
 
• Emergency preparedness and response (56%) 
• Managing digital collections (56%) 
• Care and handling of materials (53%) 
• Creating digital collections (47%) 
 
Current Training Needs & Preferences 
 
A central goal of the Massachusetts Connecting to Collections survey was to collect information about 
training needs and preferences for specific types of institutions, in order to develop the most useful and 
effective preservation training possible for target audiences.  In view of this aim, respondents were asked 
to provide information about their training needs, preferred formats, and preferred duration. 
 
Respondents were asked to indicate the level of need for preservation training pertaining to various types 
of materials.  Those for which more than half of academic libraries identified as having “some 
need” or “urgent need” include: 
 
• Digital materials and electronic records (77%) 
• Photographic collections (75%) 
• Books and bound volumes (73%) 
• Moving image collections (58%) 
• Art objects (56%) 
 
The “urgent need” most commonly selected was for training in the preservation of digital materials and 
electronic records (22%).  In text comments, one respondent cited an “urgent need” for training in nautical 
artifacts.  Another wrote, “I feel I can always use updated training.” 
 
When asked about preferred formats, the largest number of academic libraries (82%) selected “face-to-
face half-day” workshops.  In terms of duration, a plurality (36%) would prefer training lasting half a day. 
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Appendix E: Population Profile—Public Libraries 
(160 respondents, or 32% of total survey population) 
 
 
I.  Annual Operating Budgets 
 
Annual operating budgets for the vast majority of public libraries are in the range of $100,000 to 
$4,999,999, with a small majority (51%) reporting budgets of $100,000 to $499,999. 
 
 
What was your institution's annual operating budget for the most recently 
completed fiscal year?
1%
4%
4%
51%
19%
19%
1%
1%
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less than $10,000
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$100,000 to $499,999
$500,000 to $999,999
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999
$10,000,000 or more
 
 
 
II.  Preservation Infrastructure 
 
Funding 
 
Over the long term, preservation efforts will be most effective if they are supported by reliable funding 
from year to year.  For this reason, a line item for preservation should be part of a collecting institution’s 
annual budget.  This ensures an ongoing commitment to preservation and allows for better tracking of 
expenses. 
 
Public libraries are significantly less likely than other groups to make funding available for preservation/ 
conservation activities, with just 38% reporting that they do so.  Very few (8%) have a budget line for 
preservation, while 31% make funds available as needed. 
 
Other key findings pertaining to funding for preservation include the following: 
 
• Relative to other institution types included in the survey, public libraries are among the least 
likely to apply for grants to fund preservation/conservation activities; 36% have applied for a 
grant for this purpose in the past five years. 
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• Of those that have not applied, for a grant the most common reasons selected were “lack of 
staff time or expertise to complete an application” (55% of public libraries) and 
“preservation/conservation not an institutional priority” (43%). 
 
• It is important to note that, of those respondents stating that preservation/conservation is not 
an institutional priority, 79% also reported that they hold materials that they plan to maintain 
in perpetuity (referred to throughout this report as “permanent collections”). 
 
 
Which of the following factors influenced the decision not to apply for a grant in the 
past five years?
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Staffing  
 
Adequate staffing is crucial to preserving collections.  Some preservation projects, such as weeding and 
shelf maintenance, do not require an investment in equipment or supplies, but do require a commitment 
of time.  Preservation efforts will be most effective if a specific staff member is assigned the responsibility 
of being knowledgeable about preservation issues, and of making (or overseeing) preservation decisions.  
An investment in staff time to carry out collections care activities will result in a longer useful life for 
collections. 
 
Key findings pertaining to staffing include the following: 
 
• Full-time paid staffing levels in public libraries are clustered in the low range.  The largest 
number (51%) have 1 to 5 full-time paid staff members. 
 
• Nearly all public libraries (96%) employ part-time paid staff; 11% employ only part-time paid 
staff. 
 
• Volunteer levels for public libraries are among the highest for all institution types, with 83% 
reporting at least one part-time volunteer.  As with all other groups, very few public libraries 
employ full-time volunteers. 
 
• 61% of public libraries devote paid staff time to preservation/conservation activities, a figure 
in the mid-range relative to all other groups.  Volunteers represent a valuable source of help with 
preservation/conservation activities, with 35% employing volunteer help for this purpose. 
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• 39% of public libraries have paid staff with advanced training in preservation/conservation, 
most counting one staff member with this type of training.  14% have at least one volunteer with 
advanced training in preservation/conservation. 
 
 
How many staff are currently employed in your collecting institution?  Include all staff, not just those for 
preservation.  Do not express in Full-Time Equivalents (FTE). 
Answer Options 0 1-2 3-5 6-10 11-20 21-50 >50 Don't know 
Response 
Count 
Full-time paid staff 17 39 43 28 21 9 3 0 160 
Part-time paid staff 6 19 44 51 22 16 2 0 160 
Full-time volunteers 152 3 0 1 1 1 0 2 160 
Part-time volunteers 27 25 27 23 22 24 11 1 160 
 
 
III. Intellectual Control 
 
Intellectual control of collection materials serves several major functions.  First, it provides researchers 
with a way to find materials relevant to their needs.  Second, it decreases the risk of theft, since in 
addition to facilitating access, catalog records serve to document ownership of collection materials.  
Finally, in the context of disaster recovery, catalog records are invaluable in helping staff determine which 
materials, if any, have been damaged or destroyed. 
 
Key findings pertaining to intellectual control include the following: 
 
• 98% of all public libraries have at least 75% of their circulation collections cataloged. 
 
• 93% reported that they hold permanent collections.  Of these, just over 4 in 10 have at least 75% 
of these holdings cataloged. 
 
 
Approximately what percentage of your circulating collection is 
cataloged?
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Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, approximately 
what percentage are cataloged?
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IV. The Building & Environment 
 
Building Maintenance & Condition 
 
The building is a collection’s first line of defense against the elements.  For this reason, building upkeep is 
an essential component of preservation.  Unless the building is sound, it cannot support climate control, 
prevent the entrance of pests and intruders, or protect records from fire, water, and other disasters.  To 
ensure that the building remains in good condition, it is ideal to provide regular preventive maintenance 
on a fixed calendar basis, with inspection of roof, gutters, skylights, flashings, and drains, and 
maintenance of any climate control, fire protection, and security systems. 
 
Key findings pertaining to building maintenance and condition include the following:  
 
• The vast majority of public libraries (85%) store their collections in one building.  Of those that 
reported storing collections in multiple buildings, nearly all reported that they had two buildings. 
 
• 43% of all public libraries characterize their building maintenance routine as “preventive” 
(defined as “routine items are done on a calendar basis to ensure general upkeep (e.g., clean 
gutters, minor roof repairs, general housekeeping) to basically retard deterioration of the 
facility”). 
 
• At the same time, 3 in 10 characterized their routine as “nominal” (defined as “little is done 
until there is a major need”).  Collections at these institutions are at greater risk of damage from a 
building-related problem (e.g., a leaky roof).  Regular attention to the building would provide staff with 
an opportunity to identify and address such problems at an early stage. 
 
• 60% of all public libraries described their roof as “water-tight, without leaks or seepage,” and 
45% described their foundation as “well-maintained.”  With that said, building problems 
reported by public libraries in significant numbers show risks from water damage, mold and 
unstable environmental conditions.  These problems include roof leaks (reported by 37% of all 
public libraries); uninsulated exterior walls (34%); uninsulated roofs/attics (33%); plantings or ground 
cover close to the building (28%), which draw moisture toward the building and can lead to seepage; 
and foundation leaks (27%).   
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What is the general condition of the building or buildings that house your collections? 
Answer Options 
Response 
Percent - 
Collections in 
One Building 
Response 
Percent - 
Collections in 
Multiple 
Buildings 
Roof is water-tight, without leaks or seepage 56% 63% 
Water accumulates on roof 10% 13% 
Roof leaks 36% 38% 
Roof/attic is insulated 39% 38% 
Roof/attic is not insulated 33% 33% 
Exterior walls leak 11% 13% 
Condensation occurs on walls and windows 13% 8% 
Exterior walls are insulated 41% 58% 
Exterior walls are not insulated 30% 38% 
Foundation leaks 21% 33% 
Foundation is well-maintained 47% 42% 
Foundation needs re-pointing 13% 13% 
Foundation is cracked 8% 13% 
Foundation has close plantings/ground cover 26% 29% 
Don't know 3% 0% 
 
 
Environmental Controls 
 
To a large extent, temperature and relative humidity (RH) levels in the storage or exhibit environment 
determine the longevity of collections.  High temperatures and RH speed the natural aging process of 
materials as they accelerate the chemical reactions that cause deterioration.  This can be seen, for 
example, in the embrittlement and discoloration of paper; corrosion of metal; clouding of glass; and fading 
of dyes.  Sharp and frequent fluctuations in temperature and RH can cause dimensional changes as 
materials swell and contract in response to changes in their environment.  Examples of problems 
resulting from such fluctuations include warping of wood, paper and film; weakening of fibers; and 
cracking of paint.  Humidity control is particularly important: besides causing materials to age more 
quickly, humid environments put collections at risk of damage from mold (which can bloom in 
environments where the RH exceeds 65%), and they can be inviting to pests (e.g., silverfish) that will feed 
on collection materials. 
 
Key findings pertaining to environmental controls include the following: 
 
• When asked to indicate the components included in their climate control system, the most 
commonly cited were centralized heating (84%) and centralized air conditioning (75%). 
 
• Very few respondents (6%) reported that their building has “no climate control of any kind,” 
and 42% have all of their circulating collections stored in a space with year-round climate 
control.  This figure was nearly identical for the storage of permanent collections. 
  
• Still, a sizeable number (35%) have none of their collections stored in a space with year-round 
climate control.  And while just 7% of those with some type of climate control report that they lack 
temperature control, 29% report that they lack humidity control, making their collections more 
vulnerable to mold outbreaks and speeding their natural aging. 
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Approximately what percentage of your circulating collection is stored in a 
space with  year-round climate control?
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Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, approximately what 
percentage are stored in a space with  year-round climate control?
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Protection from Fire 
 
All preservation efforts become moot if collections are destroyed by fire.  For this reason, buildings 
housing collection materials should be equipped throughout with fire detection and suppression devices.  
Fire detection devices should be wired directly to the local fire department or another agency where they 
can be monitored continuously.  The installation of fire sprinklers in close proximity to collections was 
once a subject of debate because of the risk of leakage.  Today, however, building-wide fire suppression 
is an accepted practice, for many reasons.  First and foremost, while wet materials can often be salvaged, 
burned materials cannot be.  Second, sprinkler heads activate individually and can extinguish a fire at an 
early stage.  Studies have shown that up to 70% of fires can be extinguished with three or fewer heads.  
Third, sprinklers discharge far less water than fire hoses: the average sprinkler head discharges 20-25 
gallons of water per minute in a relatively gentle spray.  By contrast, fire hoses discharge between 100 to 
250 gallons per minute.  In the event of a fire, limited sprinkler action would cause water damage to a 
relatively small portion of collections, in contrast to the devastating damage resulting to both the building 
and collections from the deluge of pressurized water during an uncontrollable fire. 
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Key findings pertaining to fire protection include the following: 
 
• More than half of public libraries (53%) reported that all of their circulating collections are 
protected by a building-wide fire detection and suppression system.  This figure was slightly 
lower for permanent collections (47%). 
 
• At the other end of the spectrum, though, nearly one-third (32%) have none of their circulating 
collections protected by a building-wide fire detection and suppression system.  This figure 
was slightly higher for permanent collections (35%). 
 
 
Approximately what percentage of your circulating collection is protected by 
a building-wide fire detection and suppression system?
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Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, approximately what 
percentage is protected by a building-wide fire detection and suppression 
system?
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• On the whole, public libraries are well protected by fire detection systems.  Very few (3%) 
report having no fire detection devices.  The vast majority (84%) have smoke detectors. 
 
• 93% have fire detection devices installed building-wide, and 87% reported that they are 
inspected according to manufacturer specifications to ensure proper operation.  A nearly equal 
number (88%) reported that detection devices are connected directly either to the local fire 
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department or another monitoring agency, making it more likely that a fire that broke out when the 
building was unoccupied would be detected. 
 
• Public libraries are among the most likely of all groups to report having a fire suppression 
system.  Of those that knew the type of fire suppression system installed, wet pipe systems were the 
most common type, with 25% of all public libraries reporting them. 
 
• Among public libraries with multiple buildings, coverage by fire suppression systems may 
only be partial.  40% of those with multiple buildings reported that their system is installed 
throughout all buildings; a slightly higher number (47%) reported that it is installed throughout some 
buildings.  84% of those with one building and a fire suppression system reported that their system is 
installed building-wide. 
 
• Rates of inspection for fire suppression systems were lower for public libraries with 
collections stored in multiple buildings.  78% of those with one building confirmed that their 
system is inspected according to manufacturer specifications.  By contrast, less than half (47%) 
confirmed that systems are inspected for all buildings, while 27% reported inspection for systems in 
some buildings. 
 
Security 
 
Unwanted intrusion into the building or collections storage spaces exposes collections to the risk of loss 
through theft and vandalism.  To minimize this risk, it is important to secure the building during hours 
when it is closed to the public, and to store collections of permanent value in areas accessible only to a 
limited number of staff.  Controlling the distribution of keys to the building and storage spaces is an 
essential and low-cost security measure.  If the building has a security alarm, it should be wired to the 
local police department or other monitoring station to ensure that an after-hours security breach can be 
detected and quickly addressed. 
 
Key findings pertaining to security include the following: 
 
• Theft and vandalism of circulating collections at public libraries is prevalent, with 80% 
reporting having had materials stolen or vandalized in the past five years.  In text comments, 
most respondents noted that these incidents happen infrequently. 
 
• Nearly half of public libraries (46%) reported that they store permanent collection materials in 
an open storage area (accessible to the public).   
 
• Perhaps in part for this reason, public libraries reported among the highest incidence of theft 
and vandalism of permanent collections, with 25% reporting that “materials that they plan to 
maintain in perpetuity” had been stolen or vandalized in the past five years.  It is important to 
note that a further 27% did not know whether materials had been stolen or vandalized, so the actual 
incidence of theft and vandalism could be much higher.  As one respondent observed, “We have no 
evidence of a theft problem, but we have not had a comprehensive inventory of the collections.” 
 
• 13% of public libraries (representing 21 institutions) do not employ any security measures to 
prevent unwanted intrusion into the building(s) or space(s) housing their collections. 
 
• Of the 85% of public libraries that have a security alarm, nearly all (92%) have the alarm 
connected directly either to the local police department or another monitoring agency, 
ensuing that a break-in that occurred after-hours would be detected or addressed. 
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V. Emergency Preparedness 
 
Collection-related emergencies can be contained quickly if staff are prepared to respond.  For this reason, 
every collecting institution needs to have a written, up-to-date disaster plan, as well as staff that are 
familiar with the plan and trained to carry it out.  Some of the most common incidents that impact 
collections include burst pipes, roof leaks and basement leaks, so staff should be prepared to recover 
water-damaged materials.  They may also be able to assist in the recovery of fire-damaged materials.  A 
number of free tools are available online to assist institutions in developing a disaster plan.  One such tool 
is dPlan (www.dplan.org), developed by the Northeast Document Conservation Center and the 
Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners. 
 
Key findings pertaining to emergency preparedness include the following: 
 
• Public libraries are among the least likely of all groups to be prepared to respond to a 
collections-related disaster.  Fewer than 3 in 10 (29%) have a written disaster plan. 
 
• Of public libraries with written disaster plans: 
 
o 78% report that the plan includes instructions for recovering fire- and water-damaged 
materials. 
o 30% have updated their plan in the last two years. 
o 20% reported that their staff members are both familiar with the plan and trained to 
carry it out. 
o In all, just 4 public libraries (3%) that responded to the survey met all of these criteria.   
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• 33% have copies of vital collection records (e.g., inventories, finding aids and insurance 
policies) stored off-site, where they would be safe in the event of a disaster that prevented 
access to the building. 
 
• Just 16% have included their collections in their municipality’s Comprehensive Emergency 
Management Plan (CEMP), pointing to a need to establish greater cooperation between public 
libraries and local emergency managers and first responders. 
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VI. Preservation Planning & Activities 
 
General preservation assessments and preservation planning go hand-in-hand.  A general preservation 
assessment is a tool that helps a collecting institution identify risks to the longevity of its collections and 
determine the actions required to address them.  The “bird’s eye view” it provides—with systematically-
collected information about collection management practices, the storage environment, storage and 
exhibition practices, and the condition of materials—informs the assignment of relative preservation 
priorities.  This, in turn, helps an institution chart a course of action, and spend time and money on 
documented needs. 
 
Key findings pertaining to preservation assessment and planning include the following: 
 
• Close to half of all public libraries (47%) plan for preservation in some way, whether with an 
up-to date, written, long-range plan (11%), or by addressing preservation in overall long-range 
plans or institutional reports (17%).  Institutions that have had an assessment are significantly 
more likely to plan for preservation. 
 
 
Does your institution have a 
written, long-range preservation 
plan for the care of the collections? 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
Has a general preservation assessment ever 
been performed at your institution?   
Answer Options 
Yes, one has 
been 
performed 
within the last 
five years 
Yes, one was 
performed 
more than five 
years ago 
No Don't know 
Response 
Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 9 7 0 2 11% 18 
Yes, but it is not up-to-date 2 14 1 1 11% 18 
No, but one is being developed 2 1 7 3 8% 13 
No, but preservation is addressed in overall 
long-range plan or other institutional 
reports 
6 11 8 2 17% 27 
No 4 9 49 12 47% 74 
Don't know 1 1 3 4 6% 9 
 
 
• More than 4 in 10 public libraries (42%) have had a general preservation assessment.  15% 
have had one within the past five years, while a further 27% had one performed over five years ago. 
 
• There does appear to be some correlation between annual operating budget and the likelihood 
that a public library has had an assessment. 
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Has a general preservation assessment ever been 
performed at your institution? 
Total 
Yes, one has 
been 
performed 
within the last 
five years 
Yes, one was 
performed 
more than five 
years ago No 
Don't 
know 
Annual Operating Budget           
Sample Size 159 24 43 68 24 
less than $10,000           
Count 1 0 0 1 0 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 
$10,000 to $49,999           
Count 7 0 0 6 1 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 86% 14% 
$50,000 to $99,999           
Count 6 0 0 6 0 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999           
Count 81 8 20 35 18 
Row % 100% 10% 25% 43% 22% 
$500,000 to $999,999           
Count 31 7 8 14 2 
Row % 100% 23% 26% 45% 6% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999           
Count 30 9 14 4 3 
Row % 100% 30% 47% 13% 10% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999           
Count 2 0 1 1 0 
Row % 100% 0% 50% 50% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more           
Count 1 0 0 1 0 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 
 
 
Preservation activities such as monitoring of temperature and relative humidity, control of light in storage 
and exhibit spaces, pest management, collections cleaning, and protective enclosure, are essential to 
extending the longevity of collections.  Protecting collections through preventive action, these activities 
are often referred to as “preventive conservation.” 
 
Environmental monitoring helps staff gauge whether their climate control equipment is operating as 
intended; it can also provide information that can be used to make the case—to facilities staff, 
administrators, or external funders—for necessary changes or improvements.  Limiting the exposure of 
materials to light, whether they are in storage or on exhibit, prevents the cumulative and irreversible 
deterioration caused by light.  Active pest management, through prevention as well as detection, protects 
collections from pests that see them as food sources.  Cleaning of stacks, collections, and exhibits 
reduces exposure to dust and debris, which can attract pests, provide a substrate for mold growth, and 
cause damage such as staining and abrasion of materials.  Housing materials in protective enclosures 
serves many functions.  It slows deterioration by preventing exposure of materials to light and dust, and it 
can protect materials from water.  It allows materials to be transported more safely and handled more 
gently.  And it can prevent loss by facilitating organization.  If enclosures are chemically stable, their 
chemical properties will not contribute to the deterioration of the materials they house. 
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Key findings pertaining to preservation activities include the following: 
 
• Just 30% of public libraries monitor temperature and/or relative humidity (RH) in some 
capacity.  They are the least likely of all institution types to do so.  Thermostats are the most 
commonly used environmental monitoring devices, used by 48% of those that monitor the 
environment.  44% of these institutions do not use other environmental monitoring devices in tandem 
with the thermostat, and thus rely solely on data from the building’s own climate-control system.  
There is a strong correlation between annual operating budgets and the practice of 
environmental monitoring. 
 
 
  
Does your institution monitor temperature and/or relative humidity in 
storage and/or exhibition spaces? 
Total 
Yes, in 
storage 
spaces 
Yes, in 
exhibition 
spaces 
Yes, in both 
storage and 
exhibition spaces No 
Don't 
know 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 159 16 3 29 106 5 
less than $10,000             
Count 1 0 0 0 1 0 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 7 0 0 0 7 0 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 6 1 0 0 5 0 
Row % 100% 17% 0% 0% 83% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 81 7 3 11 57 3 
Row % 100% 9% 4% 14% 70% 4% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 31 2 0 4 23 2 
Row % 100% 6% 0% 13% 74% 6% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 30 6 0 11 13 0 
Row % 100% 20% 0% 37% 43% 0% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 2 0 0 2 0 0 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 1 0 0 1 0 0 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 
 
 
• Public libraries are also among the least likely to take steps to reduce light levels in the 
storage environment.  64% report taking such steps.  Turning off lights was the most common 
action taken, reported by 41% of public libraries.  Other actions that could be taken include limiting 
exposure to UV radiation from fluorescent lights, which are used by 60% of public libraries, and 
limiting exposure to sunlight through the use of shades, curtains, or UV-filtering film.  There is no 
apparent correlation between annual operating budgets and light reduction practices. 
 
• 73% of public libraries perform some type of pest management.  As with all other groups, 
“routine maintenance and housekeeping” is the most common method used, reported by 58%.  Only 
25% perform routine pest monitoring with traps, meaning that more than three-quarters of public 
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libraries are not likely to be aware of pests other than those seen through day-to-day observation.  
There is no clear correlation between annual operating budgets and pest management practices. 
 
• A minority of public libraries perform any type of collections cleaning.  The largest number 
(32%) reported performing cleaning of stacks.  There is a fairly strong correlation between annual 
operating budget and stacks cleaning. 
 
 
  
Stacks cleaning 
Total Yes No 
Don't 
know 
Not 
applicable 
Annual Operating 
Budget           
Sample Size 159 51 100 8  -  
less than $10,000           
Count 1 0 1 0  -  
Row % 100% 0% 100% 0%  -  
$10,000 to $49,999           
Count 7 1 5 1  -  
Row % 100% 14% 71% 14%  -  
$50,000 to $99,999           
Count 6 2 3 1  -  
Row % 100% 33% 50% 17%  -  
$100,000 to $499,999           
Count 81 27 49 5  -  
Row % 100% 33% 60% 6%  -  
$500,000 to $999,999           
Count 31 8 23 0  -  
Row % 100% 26% 74% 0%  -  
$1,000,000 to 
$4,999,999           
Count 30 12 17 1  -  
Row % 100% 40% 57% 3%  -  
$5,000,000 to 
$9,999,999           
Count 2 1 1 0  -  
Row % 100% 50% 50% 0%  -  
$10,000,000 or more           
Count 1 0 1 0  -  
Row % 100% 0% 100% 0%  -  
 
 
• 37% of public libraries house collection materials in chemically stable protective enclosures.  
Of those that report holding permanent collections, 57% do not house materials in chemically stable 
protective enclosures.  Public libraries with annual operating budgets of $500,000 and above are 
significantly more likely than those in lower budget groups to do so. 
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Does your institution house any 
collection materials in chemically 
stable protective enclosures? 
Total Yes No Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget         
Sample Size 159 59 95 5 
less than $10,000         
Count 1 0 1 0 
Row % 100% 0% 100% 0% 
$10,000 to $49,999         
Count 7 1 6 0 
Row % 100% 14% 86% 0% 
$50,000 to $99,999         
Count 6 0 6 0 
Row % 100% 0% 100% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999         
Count 81 23 57 1 
Row % 100% 28% 70% 1% 
$500,000 to $999,999         
Count 31 16 12 3 
Row % 100% 52% 39% 10% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999         
Count 30 17 12 1 
Row % 100% 57% 40% 3% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999         
Count 2 1 1 0 
Row % 100% 50% 50% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more         
Count 1 1 0 0 
Row % 100% 100% 0% 0% 
 
 
Reformatting & Conservation Treatment 
 
Reformatting strategies such as preservation photocopying, microfilming, digitization, and transfer of 
photographs are ideal for preservation when the condition of materials makes it necessary to limit their 
handling, or when only intellectual content needs to be preserved. 
  
Collecting institutions typically have a small but significant body of historical or other special materials that 
need the attention of a professional conservator.  Because improvements to the storage environment and 
preventive conservation activities such as disaster planning and pest management benefit a collection as 
a whole, however, it is usually best to ensure that such measures are in place before resources are spent 
to treat individual items.  Whether done by in-house staff or volunteers or by an external provider, 
conservation treatment is costly.  And if conserved objects return to a poor storage environment, they will 
only continue to deteriorate rapidly. 
 
Key findings pertaining to reformatting and conservation treatment include the following: 
 
• Relative to other groups, few public libraries reformat materials from their collection.  
Preservation photocopying was the reformatting method reported by the largest number (46%).  A 
significant number (45%) also digitize materials from their collections. 
 
• 35% of public libraries have conservation treatments performed on items in their collection. 
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VII. Exhibition Practices 
 
The need to exhibit collection materials complicates the goal of preservation.  The exhibit environment is 
often more difficult to control than the storage environment; and the materials displayed have, almost by 
definition, special value.  At the very least, items on exhibit are exposed to higher light levels than they 
would normally experience in storage. 
 
Rare, valuable, and/or irreplaceable materials should never be exhibited permanently, since this can 
cause irreversible light damage.  Many institutions avoid exhibiting original items by using facsimiles 
when feasible.  If originals are exhibited, damage from light can be reduced by keeping light levels as low 
as possible, and by limiting the duration of the exhibit.  As a rule of thumb, original materials should be 
exhibited for a maximum of three months.  Exhibit times should be shorter for extremely light-sensitive 
materials, or if light levels are difficult to control. 
 
Key findings pertaining to exhibition practices include the following: 
 
• 46% of public libraries exhibit rare, valuable and/or irreplaceable materials from their 
collection.  Of these institutions, 7 in 10 use exhibit mounts, supports and/or display cases that are 
constructed from materials that will not damage, and that properly support, the items being exhibited. 
 
• Responses to questions concerning lighting and exhibit duration suggest that materials on 
exhibit at public libraries are quite vulnerable to light damage, which is cumulative and 
irreversible.  56% use fluorescent lights without UV filters in exhibit spaces, while 51% use natural 
light (i.e., sunlight).  66% place on permanent exhibition materials that they plan to maintain in 
perpetuity. 
 
 
VIII. Training Needs 
 
Information Resources & Past Training 
 
When asked which resources they use to learn more about preservation/conservation, the greatest 
number of public libraries selected: 
 
• Articles (50%) 
• Preservation workshops (43%) 
• State or regional preservation offices or organizations (38%) 
 
Fewer public libraries reported seeking out information about preservation/conservation than almost any 
other group.  Here the correlation between staffing levels and preservation becomes clear.  As one 
respondent commented when asked about resources used to learn about this topic, “This is a small public 
library with an even smaller staff and there is no time!”  
 
Public libraries are also less likely as other groups to have staff that have attended a preservation/ 
conservation workshop in the past five years, with 49% in this category.  Cross-tabulation of this data 
with annual operating budgets shows a strong correlation between an institution’s operating 
budget and the likelihood that a staff member has attended training in the past five years. 
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Have staff at your institution attended a 
preservation/conservation workshop in the 
past five years? 
Total Yes No Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget         
Sample Size 159 78 72 9 
less than $10,000         
Count 1 0 1 0 
Row % 100% 0% 100% 0% 
$10,000 to $49,999         
Count 7 1 6 0 
Row % 100% 14% 86% 0% 
$50,000 to $99,999         
Count 6 1 5 0 
Row % 100% 17% 83% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999         
Count 81 28 47 6 
Row % 100% 35% 58% 7% 
$500,000 to $999,999         
Count 31 18 12 1 
Row % 100% 58% 39% 3% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999         
Count 30 28 1 1 
Row % 100% 93% 3% 3% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999         
Count 2 2 0 0 
Row % 100% 100% 0% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more         
Count 1 0 0 1 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 100% 
 
 
Of those reporting staff attendance at workshops over the past five years, the most common training 
topics were: 
 
• Care and handling of materials (59%) 
• Emergency preparedness and response (54%) 
• Creating digital collections (42%) 
• Basic repairs (55%) 
 
 
Current Training Needs & Preferences 
 
A central goal of the Massachusetts Connecting to Collections survey was to collect information about 
training needs and preferences for specific types of institutions, in order to develop the most useful and 
effective preservation training possible for target audiences.  In view of this aim, respondents were asked 
to provide information about their training needs, preferred formats, and preferred duration. 
 
Respondents were asked to indicate the level of need for preservation training pertaining to various types 
of materials.  Those for which more than half of public libraries identified as having “some need” 
or “urgent need” include: 
 
• Books and bound volumes (85%) 
• Digital materials and electronic records (66%) 
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• Photographic collections (65%) 
 
In text comments, respondents cited an “urgent need” or “some need” for training in: 
 
• Works of art on paper 
• Scrapbooks 
• Flattening rolled paper items 
 
When asked about preferred formats, an overwhelming majority of public libraries (84%) selected “face-
to-face half-day” workshops.  In terms of duration, the greatest number (58%) would prefer training lasting 
half a day. 
 
 
 
  
Massachusetts Connecting to Collections Statewide Preservation Survey 
Final Report: Appendix F—Population Profile: Special Libraries 
March 28, 2011 
104 
Appendix F: Population Profile—Special Libraries 
(37 respondents, or 7% of total survey population) 
 
 
I.  Annual Operating Budgets 
 
Annual operating budgets for special libraries range from less than $10,000 to $10 million or more, 
though none reported budgets in the $500,000 to $999,999 range.  The greatest percentage (32%) fall in 
the low-to-mid range of $100,000 to $499,999. 
 
 
What was your institution's total annual operating budget for the most recently 
completed fiscal year?
8%
5%
11%
32%
0%
24%
8%
11%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%
less than $10,000
$10,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $499,999
$500,000 to $999,999
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999
$10,000,000 or more
 
 
 
II.  Preservation Infrastructure 
 
Funding 
 
Over the long term, preservation efforts will be most effective if they are supported by reliable funding 
from year to year.  For this reason, a line item for preservation should be part of a collecting institution’s 
annual budget.  This ensures an ongoing commitment to preservation and allows for better tracking of 
expenses. 
 
Key findings pertaining to funding for preservation include the following: 
 
• Special libraries are among the least likely of institution types to devote funding to 
preservation activities, with 46% reporting that they do.  19% have a budget line item for 
preservation, while 27% make funds available as needed. 
 
• Just over one-quarter (27%) have applied for grants to fund preservation activities within the 
past five years. 
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• Of those that had not applied for a grant in the past five years, half indicated that 
preservation/conservation is not an institutional priority, while slightly fewer (46%) indicated 
that there is a “lack of staff time or expertise to complete an application.” 
 
 
Which of the following factors influenced the decision not to apply for a grant in the 
past five years?
33%
46%
38%
50%
0% 0%
21%
0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
Not aw are of
appropriate
funding
sources
Lack of staff
time or
expertise to
complete
application
Additional
project
planning or
preparation
necessary
before
requesting
Preservation/
conservation
not an
institutional
priority
Currently have
suff icient
sources of
funding
Have applied
for grant(s)
from external
sources in the
past but have
been
unsuccessful
Other
 
 
 
Staffing  
 
Adequate staffing is crucial to preserving collections.  Some preservation projects, such as weeding and 
shelf maintenance, do not require an investment in equipment or supplies, but do require a commitment 
of time.  Preservation efforts will be most effective if a specific staff member is assigned the responsibility 
of being knowledgeable about preservation issues, and of making (or overseeing) preservation decisions.  
An investment in staff time to carry out collections care activities will result in a longer useful life for 
collections. 
 
Key findings pertaining to staffing include the following: 
 
• A majority of special libraries (81%) count at least one full-time paid staff member.  Of these 
institutions, 60% have 1 or 2 full-time paid staff members. 
 
 
How many staff are currently employed in your collecting institution?  Include all staff, not just those for 
preservation.  Do not express in Full-Time Equivalents (FTE). 
Answer Options 0 1-2 3-5 6-10 11-20 21-50 >50 Don't know 
Response 
Count 
Full-time paid staff 6 18 4 0 3 5 0 1 37 
Part-time paid staff 13 15 3 4 1 0 0 1 37 
Full-time volunteers 36 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 37 
Part-time volunteers 20 5 3 5 1 2 0 1 37 
 
 
• More than 6 in 10 employ part-time paid staff.  It is noteworthy that 16% of all special libraries 
employ only part-time staff.  Two respondents (representing 5% of special libraries that responded) 
employ no paid staff. 
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• More than 4 in 10 employ part-time volunteers.  Just over one-fifth reported that volunteers spend 
time on preservation/conservation activities. 
 
• Slightly less than half of special libraries (48%) devote paid staff time to preservation/ 
conservation activities. 
 
• Special libraries are among the least likely of all groups to report that they have at least one 
paid staff member with advanced training in preservation/conservation.  Just 35% employ a 
paid staff member with this training, but it is noteworthy that of these institutions, close to half employ 
more than one.  Just three special libraries reported having a volunteer with advanced training in 
preservation/conservation. 
 
 
III. Intellectual Control 
 
Intellectual control of collection materials serves several major functions.  First, it provides researchers 
with a way to find materials relevant to their needs.  Second, it decreases the risk of theft, since in 
addition to facilitating access, catalog records serve to document ownership of collection materials.  
Finally, in the context of disaster recovery, catalog records are invaluable in helping staff determine which 
materials, if any, have been damaged or destroyed. 
 
Key findings pertaining to intellectual control include the following: 
 
• Nearly all special libraries have at least three-quarters of their circulating collections 
cataloged. 
 
 
Approximately what percentage of your circulating collection is 
cataloged?
0%
0%
0%
7%
50%
43%
0%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
0%
1%-24%
25%-49%
50%-74%
75%-99%
100%
Don't know
 
 
 
• 89% of special libraries reported that their holdings include “materials that they plan to 
maintain in perpetuity” (also referred to here as “permanent collections”).  Intellectual control of 
these collections tends to be weaker than it is for circulating collections.  Just over half (54%) 
reported that they have at least three-quarters of their permanent collections cataloged. 
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Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, 
approximately what percentage are cataloged?
0%
9%
15%
15%
42%
12%
6%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%
0%
1%-24%
25%-49%
50%-74%
75%-99%
100%
Don't know
 
 
 
IV. The Building & Storage Environment 
 
Building Maintenance & Condition 
 
The building is a collection’s first line of defense against the elements.  For this reason, building upkeep is 
an essential component of preservation.  Unless the building is sound, it cannot support climate control, 
prevent the entrance of pests and intruders, or protect records from fire, water, and other disasters.  To 
ensure that the building remains in good condition, it is ideal to provide regular preventive maintenance 
on a fixed calendar basis, with inspection of roof, gutters, skylights, flashings, and drains, and 
maintenance of any climate control, fire protection, and security systems. 
 
Key findings pertaining to building maintenance and condition include the following: 
 
• 4 in 10 special libraries store their collections in more than one building.  Respondents had the 
option of sharing the number of buildings housing their collections; of the 11 that did, a majority 
reported 2 buildings; all reported 4 or fewer. 
 
• Respondents with multiple buildings characterized their buildings’ maintenance routine as 
“preventive” or “proactive” at a significantly higher rate than those with one building (100% 
vs. 45%, respectively).  (In the survey, “preventive” was defined as “routine items are done on a 
calendar basis to ensure general upkeep (e.g., clean gutters, minor roof repairs, general 
housekeeping) to basically retard deterioration of the facility.”  “Proactive” was defined as “a list of 
maintenance needs is compiled annually, incorporated into the institution’s budget, and resolved.”) 
 
• 41% of special libraries with one building characterized their building maintenance routine as 
“nominal,” defined in the survey as “little is done until there is a major need.”  A further 14% 
did not have information about their maintenance routine.  Collections at these institutions are at 
greater risk of damage from a building-related problem (e.g., a leaky roof).  Regular attention to the 
building would provide staff with an opportunity to identify and address such problems at an early 
stage. 
 
• Respondents with one building were also significantly more likely than those with multiple 
buildings to report problems with their building’s condition.  Where two-thirds of those with 
multiple buildings described the condition of their roof as “water-tight, without leaks or seepage,” less 
than one-quarter (23%) of those with one building did.  In a parallel statistic, where just 13% of those 
with multiple buildings reported roof leaks, nearly half of those with one building (46%) reported them.  
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3 of the 10 special libraries with one building that reported roof leaks had budgets of less than 
$100,000. 
 
 
What is the general condition of the building or buildings that house your collections? 
Answer Options 
Response 
Percent – 
Collections in 
One Building 
Response 
Percent – 
Collections in 
Multiple 
Buildings 
Roof is water-tight, without leaks or seepage 23% 67% 
Water accumulates on roof 18% 7% 
Roof leaks 46% 13% 
Roof/attic is insulated 9% 33% 
Roof/attic is not insulated 27% 0% 
Exterior walls leak 18% 0% 
Condensation occurs on walls and windows 9% 7% 
Exterior walls are insulated 9% 33% 
Exterior walls are not insulated 32% 27% 
Foundation leaks 23% 13% 
Foundation is well-maintained 32% 47% 
Foundation needs re-pointing 9% 0% 
Foundation is cracked 0% 0% 
Foundation has close plantings/ground cover 9% 13% 
Don't know 32% 13% 
 
 
Environmental Controls 
 
To a large extent, temperature and relative humidity (RH) levels in the storage or exhibit environment 
determine the longevity of collections.  High temperatures and RH speed the natural aging process of 
materials as they accelerate the chemical reactions that cause deterioration.  This can be seen, for 
example, in the embrittlement and discoloration of paper; corrosion of metal; clouding of glass; and fading 
of dyes.  Sharp and frequent fluctuations in temperature and RH can cause dimensional changes as 
materials swell and contract in response to changes in their environment.  Examples of problems 
resulting from such fluctuations include warping of wood, paper and film; weakening of fibers; and 
cracking of paint.  Humidity control is particularly important: besides causing materials to age more 
quickly, humid environments put collections at risk of damage from mold (which can bloom in 
environments where the RH exceeds 65%), and they can be inviting to pests (e.g., silverfish) that will feed 
on collection materials. 
 
Key findings pertaining to environmental controls include the following: 
 
• Relative to all other institution types, environmental controls in special libraries as a whole 
appear to be very good.  A majority have at least three-quarters of their circulating and permanent 
collections stored in a space with year-round climate control. 
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Approximately what percentage of your circulating collection is stored in a 
space with  year-round climate control?
25%
7%
0%
0%
14%
50%
4%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
0%
1%-24%
25%-49%
50%-74%
75%-99%
100%
Don't know
 
 
Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, approximately what 
percentage are stored in a space with  year-round climate control?
21%
3%
0%
6%
15%
52%
3%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
0%
1%-24%
25%-49%
50%-74%
75%-99%
100%
Don't know
 
 
 
• Environmental controls are especially good in special libraries with collections stored in 
multiple buildings.  All respondents in this category reported that their buildings have centralized air 
conditioning and centralized heating; 60% have centralized ventilation; 53% have centralized air 
filtration, providing removal of damaging pollutants from the storage environment; and 47% have 
centralized humidity control. 
 
• The picture is fairly different for special libraries with collections stored in one building.  While 
82% report having centralized heating and 77% have centralized air conditioning, just 27% have 
centralized ventilation, 23% have centralized air filtration, and 23% have centralized humidity control.  
Unfortunately for these institutions, the use of portable dehumidifiers is low (9%). 
 
Protection from Fire 
 
All preservation efforts become moot if collections are destroyed by fire.  For this reason, buildings 
housing collection materials should be equipped throughout with fire detection and suppression devices.  
Fire detection devices should be wired directly to the local fire department or another agency where they 
can be monitored continuously.  The installation of fire sprinklers in close proximity to collections was 
once a subject of debate because of the risk of leakage.  Today, however, building-wide fire suppression 
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is an accepted practice, for many reasons.  First and foremost, while wet materials can often be salvaged, 
burned materials cannot be.  Second, sprinkler heads activate individually and can extinguish a fire at an 
early stage.  Studies have shown that up to 70% of fires can be extinguished with three or fewer heads.  
Third, sprinklers discharge far less water than fire hoses: the average sprinkler head discharges 20-25 
gallons of water per minute in a relatively gentle spray.  By contrast, fire hoses discharge between 100 to 
250 gallons per minute.  In the event of a fire, limited sprinkler action would cause water damage to a 
relatively small portion of collections, in contrast to the devastating damage resulting to both the building 
and collections from the deluge of pressurized water during an uncontrollable fire. 
 
Key findings pertaining to fire protection include the following: 
 
• Although 43% of special libraries have all of their circulating collections protected by a 
building-wide fire detection and suppression system, an equal number have none of their 
collections protected.  Fire protection is slightly better for permanent collections in special libraries. 
 
 
Approximately what percentage of your circulating collection is protected 
by a building-wide fire detection and suppression system?
43%
0%
0%
0%
14%
43%
0%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
0%
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50%-74%
75%-99%
100%
Don't know
 
 
Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, approximately what 
percentage is protected by a building-wide fire detection and suppression 
system?
33%
0%
3%
3%
12%
46%
3%
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50%-74%
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100%
Don't know
 
 
• 91% of special libraries have fire detection devices in the building or buildings housing their 
collections.  Those with multiple buildings are more likely to have the devices installed building-wide 
(100% vs. 70%).  They are also more likely to have the devices inspected according to manufacturer 
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specifications to ensure proper operation (87% vs. 50%), and to have the devices connected directly 
to the local fire department or another monitoring agency for around-the-clock monitoring (93% vs. 
70%). 
 
• Special libraries with collections stored in multiple buildings are significantly more likely than 
those with collections stored in one building to have a fire suppression system (73% vs. 55%).  
They are also more likely to report that the system is installed building-wide (82% vs. 42%), and to 
confirm that the system is inspected according to manufacturer specifications to ensure proper 
operation (73% vs. 33%). 
 
Security 
 
Unwanted intrusion into the building or collections storage spaces exposes collections to the risk of loss 
through theft and vandalism.  To minimize this risk, it is important to secure the building during hours 
when it is closed to the public, and to store collections of permanent value in areas accessible only to a 
limited number of staff.  Controlling the distribution of keys to the building and storage spaces is an 
essential and low-cost security measure.  If the building has a security alarm, it should be wired to the 
local police department or other monitoring station to ensure that an after-hours security breach can be 
detected and quickly addressed. 
 
Key findings pertaining to security include the following: 
 
• While still high, rates of theft and vandalism of circulating collections are significantly lower at 
special libraries than at academic or public libraries.  61% reported that circulating materials at 
their institution had been stolen or vandalized in the past five years.  By contrast, this rate is 81% at 
academic libraries, and 80% at public libraries. 
 
• Just 9% reported that materials from their permanent collection had been stolen or vandalized 
in the past five years.  It is important to note that a further 30% did not know whether materials had 
been stolen or vandalized, so the actual incidence of theft and vandalism could be much higher.  As 
one respondent commented, “Since some things aren't cataloged, [we’re] not entirely sure.” 
 
• While 64% store permanent collections in a closed storage area inaccessible to the public, 
close to half (48%) store them in an open storage area accessible to the public, where they are 
more vulnerable to theft and vandalism in the absence of supervised access. 
 
• 89% of special libraries employ any security measures to prevent unwanted intrusion into the 
building(s) or space(s) housing their collections.  85% have a security alarm; 48% reported that 
the alarm is connected directly to the local police station or another monitoring agency.  This ensures 
that a break-in that occurred after-hours would be detected or addressed.  68% reported that they key 
door locks separately from other administrative units in a shared building. 
 
 
V. Emergency Preparedness 
 
Collection-related emergencies can be contained quickly if staff are prepared to respond.  For this reason, 
every collecting institution needs to have a written, up-to-date disaster plan, as well as staff that are 
familiar with the plan and trained to carry it out.  Some of the most common incidents that impact 
collections include burst pipes, roof leaks and basement leaks, so staff should be prepared to recover 
water-damaged materials.  They may also be able to assist in the recovery of fire-damaged materials.  A 
number of free tools are available online to assist institutions in developing a disaster plan.  One such tool 
is dPlan (www.dplan.org), developed by the Northeast Document Conservation Center and the 
Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners. 
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Key findings pertaining to emergency preparedness include the following: 
 
• A sizeable percentage of special libraries are unprepared to respond to a collections-related 
emergency:  slightly less than half (49%) have completed a written disaster plan. 
 
• Of special libraries with written disaster plans: 
 
o 78% report that the plan includes instructions for recovering fire- and water-damaged 
materials. 
 
o 39% have updated their plan in the last two years. 
 
o 17% reported that their staff members are both familiar with the plan and trained to 
carry it out. 
 
o In all, just two special libraries that responded to the survey met all of these criteria. 
 
 
Emergency Preparedness - Special Libraries
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• 59% of special libraries have copies of vital collection records (e.g., inventories, finding aids 
and insurance policies) stored off-site, where they would be safe in the event of a disaster that 
prevented access to the building. 
 
• None have included their collections in their municipality’s Comprehensive Emergency 
Management Plan (CEMP), pointing to a need to establish greater cooperation between special 
libraries and local emergency managers and first responders. 
 
 
VI. Preservation Planning & Activities 
 
General preservation assessments and preservation planning go hand-in-hand.  A general preservation 
assessment is a tool that helps a collecting institution identify risks to the longevity of its collections and 
determine the actions required to address them.  The “bird’s eye view” it provides—with systematically-
collected information about collection management practices, the storage environment, storage and 
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exhibition practices, and the condition of materials—informs the assignment of relative preservation 
priorities.  This, in turn, helps an institution chart a course of action, and spend time and money on 
documented needs. 
 
Key findings pertaining to preservation assessment and planning include the following: 
 
• 35% of special libraries have had a general preservation assessment.  Among all institution 
types, they are among the least likely to have had an assessment.  14% have had one within the last 
five years; 22% had one performed more than five years ago.  They are also among the least likely to 
plan for preservation (35% report doing so). 
 
• There is no apparent correlation between annual operating budget and the likelihood that a 
special library has had a general preservation assessment. 
 
• Special libraries that have had a general preservation assessment are more likely to engage in 
some form of preservation planning. 
 
 
Does your institution have a 
written, long-range preservation 
plan for the care of the collections? 
  
  
Has a general preservation assessment ever 
been performed at your institution?   
Answer Options 
Yes, one has 
been 
performed 
within the last 
five years 
Yes, one was 
performed 
more than five 
years ago 
No Don't know 
Response 
Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 2 0 0 0 5% 2 
Yes, but it is not up-to-date 1 5 0 0 16% 6 
No, but one is being developed 0 0 0 0 0% 0 
No, but preservation is addressed in overall 
long-range plan or other institutional 
reports 
1 2 1 1 14% 5 
No 1 1 14 4 54% 20 
Don't know 0 0 1 3 11% 4 
 
 
Preservation activities such as monitoring of temperature and relative humidity, control of light in storage 
and exhibit spaces, pest management, collections cleaning, and protective enclosure, are essential to 
extending the longevity of collections.  Protecting collections through preventive action, these activities 
are often referred to as “preventive conservation.” 
 
Environmental monitoring helps staff gauge whether their climate control equipment is operating as 
intended; it can also provide information that can be used to make the case—to facilities staff, 
administrators, or external funders—for necessary changes or improvements.  Limiting the exposure of 
materials to light, whether they are in storage or on exhibit, prevents the cumulative and irreversible 
deterioration caused by light.  Active pest management, through prevention as well as detection, protects 
collections from pests that see them as food sources.  Cleaning of stacks, collections, and exhibits 
reduces exposure to dust and debris, which can attract pests, provide a substrate for mold growth, and 
cause damage such as staining and abrasion of materials.  Housing materials in protective enclosures 
serves many functions.  It slows deterioration by preventing exposure of materials to light and dust, and it 
can protect materials from water.  It allows materials to be transported more safely and handled more 
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gently.  And it can prevent loss by facilitating organization.  If enclosures are chemically stable, their 
chemical properties will not contribute to the deterioration of the materials they house. 
Key findings pertaining to preservation activities include the following: 
 
• There appears to be no correlation between annual operating budgets and the preservation 
activities performed. 
 
• 41% of special libraries monitor temperature and/or relative humidity (RH) in some capacity.  
Thermostats are used by the largest number (47%).  Of the 7 institutions that use thermostats for this 
purpose, 5 use other environmental monitoring devices in tandem with the thermostat, and thus do 
not rely solely on data from the building’s own climate-control system. 
 
• 65% take steps to reduce light levels in the storage environment.  The step most commonly 
taken is turning off lights, reported by 51% of special libraries.  Still, collections at special libraries are 
at risk of damage from ultraviolet light transmitted either by unfiltered fluorescent lighting or sunlight.  
70% use fluorescent lamps without UV filters in their storage area(s); 43% use natural light. 
 
• 19% monitor light levels in storage and/or exhibition spaces.  The most common device used 
was a footcandle or lux meter (reported by 5 of the 7 that monitor light levels). 
 
• 62% perform some type of pest management.  As with all other groups, “routine maintenance and 
housekeeping” is the most common method used, reported by 57% of special libraries.  Only 19% 
perform routine pest monitoring with traps, meaning that more than 8 in 10 special libraries are not 
likely to be aware of pests not seen through day-to-day observation. 
 
• A minority of special libraries perform any type of collections cleaning.  The largest number 
(16%) reported cleaning of exhibits. 
 
• 38% house collection materials in chemically stable protective enclosures.  Of those that report 
holding permanent collections, close to half (49%) do not house materials in chemically stable 
protective enclosures. 
 
Reformatting & Conservation Treatment 
 
Reformatting strategies such as preservation photocopying, microfilming, digitization, and transfer of 
photographs are ideal for preservation when the condition of materials makes it necessary to limit their 
handling, or when only intellectual content needs to be preserved. 
  
Collecting institutions typically have a small but significant body of historical or other special materials that 
need the attention of a professional conservator.  Because improvements to the storage environment and 
preventive conservation activities such as disaster planning and pest management benefit a collection as 
a whole, however, it is usually best to ensure that such measures are in place before resources are spent 
to treat individual items.  Whether done by in-house staff or volunteers or by an external provider, 
conservation treatment is costly.  And if conserved objects return to a poor storage environment, they will 
only continue to deteriorate rapidly. 
 
Key findings pertaining to reformatting and conservation treatment include the following: 
 
• Digitization was the reformatting method reported by the largest number of special libraries 
(54%).  A fairly significant number (43%) also use preservation photocopying as a reformatting 
method 
 
• 33% have conservation treatments performed on items in their collection. 
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VII. Exhibition Practices 
 
The need to exhibit collection materials complicates the goal of preservation.  The exhibit environment is 
often more difficult to control than the storage environment; and the materials displayed have, almost by 
definition, special value.  At the very least, items on exhibit are exposed to higher light levels than they 
would normally experience in storage. 
 
Rare, valuable, and/or irreplaceable materials should never be exhibited permanently, since this can 
cause irreversible light damage.  Many institutions avoid exhibiting original items by using facsimiles 
when feasible.  If originals are exhibited, damage from light can be reduced by keeping light levels as low 
as possible, and by limiting the duration of the exhibit.  As a rule of thumb, original materials should be 
exhibited for a maximum of three months.  Exhibit times should be shorter for extremely light-sensitive 
materials, or if light levels are difficult to control. 
 
Key findings pertaining to exhibition practices include the following: 
 
• 35% of special libraries exhibit rare, unique and/or irreplaceable materials from their 
collections.  Of these, 92% use exhibit mounts, supports and/or display cases that are constructed 
from materials that will not damage, and that properly support, the items being exhibited. 
 
• 46% of special libraries that exhibit materials from their collection use natural light (i.e., 
sunlight) in their exhibit spaces.  More than 2 in 10 (23%) use fluorescent lights without filters to 
block the emission of ultraviolet (UV) light inside display cases.  Since UV light is the most destructive 
form of light, unfiltered fluorescent light and sunlight, which contain high levels of UV light, cause a 
great deal of harm to materials. 
 
• Just over half (54%) place on permanent exhibition materials that they plan to maintain in 
perpetuity.  Light damage is a product of the duration and intensity of exposure, so the longer an 
item is exhibited, the more light damage it sustains. 
 
 
VIII. Training Needs 
 
Information Resources & Past Training 
 
When asked which resources they use to learn more about preservation/conservation, the greatest 
number of special libraries selected: 
 
• Articles (51%) 
• Preservation Web sites (49%) 
• Professional conferences (46%) 
 
Of those reporting staff attendance at workshops over the past five years, the most common training 
topics were: 
 
• Care and handling of materials (60%) 
• Emergency preparedness and response (60%) 
• Managing digital collections (47%) 
 
Special libraries are the least likely of all groups to have staff that have attended a preservation/ 
conservation workshop in the past five years, with 38% in this category.  Cross-tabulation of this data 
with annual operating budgets shows some correlation between an institution’s operating budget 
and the likelihood that a staff member has attended training in the past five years. 
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Have staff at your institution attended a 
preservation/conservation workshop in the 
past five years? 
Total Yes No Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget         
Sample Size 37 14 19 4 
less than $10,000         
Count 3 1 1 1 
Row % 100% 33% 33% 33% 
$10,000 to $49,999         
Count 2 0 2 0 
Row % 100% 0% 100% 0% 
$50,000 to $99,999         
Count 4 0 4 0 
Row % 100% 0% 100% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999         
Count 12 3 8 1 
Row % 100% 25% 67% 8% 
$500,000 to $999,999         
Count 0 0 0 0 
Row %  -   -   -   -  
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999         
Count 9 6 1 2 
Row % 100% 67% 11% 22% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999         
Count 3 2 1 0 
Row % 100% 67% 33% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more         
Count 4 2 2 0 
Row % 100% 50% 50% 0% 
 
 
Current Training Needs & Preferences 
 
A central goal of the Massachusetts Connecting to Collections survey was to collect information about 
training needs and preferences for specific types of institutions, in order to develop the most useful and 
effective preservation training possible for target audiences.  In view of this aim, respondents were asked 
to provide information about their training needs, preferred formats, and preferred duration. 
 
Respondents were asked to indicate the level of need for preservation training pertaining to various types 
of materials.  Those for which more than half of special libraries identified as having “some need” 
or “urgent need” include: 
 
• Books and bound volumes (64%) 
• Digital materials and electronic records (64%) 
 
When asked about preferred formats, 69% of special libraries indicated that they were “very” or 
“somewhat” interested in both “face-to-face full-day” and “face-to-face half-day” workshops.  Between the 
two, a slightly greater number indicated that they were “very interested” in face-to-face half-day 
workshops than face-to-face full-day workshops (33% vs. 28%).  In terms of duration, a plurality (36%) 
would prefer training lasting one day. 
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Appendix G: Population Profile—Municipal Offices 
(62 respondents, or 12% of total survey population) 
 
  
I.  Annual Operating Budgets 
 
Many municipal offices seem to have reported the budget for their governing organization (i.e., the town) 
rather than the collections-holding unit (i.e., the Town Clerk’s office).  Budgets ranged from less than 
$10,000 to $10 million or more, with the largest group (53%) reporting budgets of $10 million or more.  
Responses were fairly evenly distributed among all other ranges, but as a proportion of all municipal 
offices that responded to the survey, the groups are fairly small (ranging from two to six respondents). 
 
 
What was your institution's total annual operating budget for the most recently 
completed fiscal year?
7%
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$10,000,000 or more
 
 
 
II.  Preservation Infrastructure 
 
Funding 
 
Over the long term, preservation efforts will be most effective if they are supported by reliable funding 
from year to year.  For this reason, a line item for preservation should be part of the annual budget for 
institutions responsible for records preservation.  This ensures an ongoing commitment to preservation 
and allows for better tracking of expenses. 
 
Key findings pertaining to funding for preservation include the following: 
 
• 52% of municipal offices make funding available for preservation/conservation.  33% do so 
through a dedicated budget line; 19% make funds available as needed. 
 
• 42% have applied for a grant to fund preservation/conservation activities in the last five years.  
Of the 46% that have not, the most common reason cited was “lack of staff time or expertise to 
complete an application” (62%).  Second to this was “not aware of appropriate funding sources” 
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(46%).  It is important to note that municipal offices were significantly more likely than any other group 
to select this reason. 
 
 
Which of the following factors influenced the decision not to apply for a grant in the 
past five years?
46%
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Staffing  
 
Adequate staffing is crucial to records preservation.  Some preservation projects, such as shelf 
maintenance, do not require an investment in equipment or supplies, but do require a commitment of 
time.  Preservation efforts will be most effective if a specific staff member is assigned the responsibility of 
being knowledgeable about preservation issues, and of making (or overseeing) preservation decisions.  
An investment in staff time to carry out preservation activities will result in a longer useful life for records. 
. 
Key findings pertaining to staffing for preservation include the following: 
 
• 83% of municipal offices employ at least one full-time paid staff member; the majority (60%) 
have one to five.  Just under half (49%) employ part-time paid staff members, with most (33%) 
reporting one or two.  9% of municipal offices have only part-time paid staff. 
 
• 6% have full-time volunteers; 28% have at least one part-time volunteer. 
 
• 53% devote paid staff time to preservation/conservation activities, with the largest number 
(30%) devoting .1 to .5 FTE.  13% devote volunteer time to preservation/conservation activities. 
 
 
How many staff are currently employed in your collecting institution?  Include all staff, not just those for 
preservation.  Do not express in Full-Time Equivalents (FTE). 
Answer Options 0 1-2 3-5 6-10 11-20 21-50 >50 Don't know 
Response 
Count 
Full-time paid staff 7 20 14 3 6 1 3 3 57 
Part-time paid staff 24 19 7 2 0 0 0 5 57 
Full-time volunteers 49 2 0 1 0 0 0 5 57 
Part-time volunteers 36 7 5 3 0 1 0 5 57 
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III. Intellectual Control 
 
Intellectual control of records serves several major functions.  First, it provides staff and researchers with 
a way to find materials relevant to their needs.  Second, it decreases the risk of theft, since in addition to 
facilitating access, tools such as indexes or finding aids serve to document ownership of records.  Finally, 
in the context of disaster recovery, indexes or finding aids are invaluable in helping staff determine which 
materials, if any, have been damaged or destroyed. 
 
Key findings pertaining to intellectual control include the following: 
 
• Relative to all other groups, municipal offices reported low levels of intellectual control of 
records.  This can likely be explained by the fact that the relevant survey question asked about the 
percentage “cataloged,” a term that is used quite commonly in institutions such as libraries, archives, 
and museums, but less so in municipal offices, where the term “indexed” might be more appropriate. 
 
 
Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, 
approximately what percentage are cataloged?
16%
20%
7%
21%
21%
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13%
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100%
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IV. The Building & Storage Environment 
 
Building Maintenance & Condition 
 
The building is a collection’s first line of defense against the elements.  For this reason, building upkeep is 
an essential component of preservation.  Unless the building is sound, it cannot support climate control, 
prevent the entrance of pests and intruders, or protect records from fire, water, and other disasters.  To 
ensure that the building remains in good condition, it is ideal to provide regular preventive maintenance 
on a fixed calendar basis, with inspection of roof, gutters, skylights, flashings, and drains, and 
maintenance of any climate control, fire protection, and security systems. 
 
Key findings pertaining to building maintenance and condition include the following: 
 
• 36% of municipal offices reported that they store records in multiple buildings.  Respondents 
had the option of sharing the number of buildings housing their records; of the 7 that did, the number 
ranged from 2 to 5, with most reporting 2 or 3 buildings.   
 
• 56% of municipal offices with records stored in one building, and 50% of those with records in 
multiple buildings, characterized their building maintenance routine as “nominal,” defined in 
the survey as “little is done until there is a major need.”  A further 8% of those with one building, 
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and 15% of those with multiple buildings, did not know their maintenance routine.  This information 
suggests that up to 64% of municipal offices may have problems with their building(s) that have not 
yet been identified through routine inspection and maintenance, and that could become quite serious 
unless they are identified and addressed. 
 
• With this in mind, it is interesting to note that, relative to other groups, few municipal offices 
reported building problems.   
 
 
What is the general condition of the building or buildings that houses your records? 
Answer Options 
Response 
Percent - 
Records in One 
Building 
Response 
Percent - 
Records in 
Multiple 
Buildings 
Roof is water-tight, without leaks or seepage 61% 65% 
Water accumulates on roof 6% 0% 
Roof leaks 19% 15% 
Roof/attic is insulated 17% 30% 
Roof/attic is not insulated 19% 25% 
Exterior walls leak 6% 10% 
Condensation occurs on walls and windows 6% 15% 
Exterior walls are insulated 14% 30% 
Exterior walls are not insulated 19% 25% 
Foundation leaks 11% 15% 
Foundation is well-maintained 28% 30% 
Foundation needs re-pointing 8% 10% 
Foundation is cracked 6% 15% 
Foundation has close plantings/ground cover 8% 5% 
Don't know 19% 20% 
 
 
Environmental Controls 
 
To a large extent, temperature and relative humidity (RH) levels in the storage or exhibit environment 
determine the longevity of physical records.  High temperatures and RH speed the natural aging process 
of materials as they accelerate the chemical reactions that cause deterioration.  This can be seen, for 
example, in the embrittlement and discoloration of paper.  Sharp and frequent fluctuations in temperature 
and RH can cause dimensional changes as materials swell and contract in response to changes in their 
environment.  One common example of a problem resulting from such fluctuations is warped paper.  
Humidity control is particularly important: besides causing materials to age more quickly, humid 
environments put collections at risk of damage from mold (which can bloom in environments where the 
RH exceeds 65%), and they can be inviting to pests (e.g., silverfish) that will feed on records. 
 
Key findings pertaining to environmental controls include the following: 
 
• More than half of municipal offices store none of their records in a space with year-round 
climate control, meaning that a significant number of records are at risk of deterioration due 
to poor and/or unstable environmental conditions. 
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Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, 
approximately what percentage are stored in a space with  year-
round climate control?
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• When asked to indicate the components included in their climate control system, municipal 
offices most frequently cited centralized heating (63% of all municipal offices) and centralized 
air conditioning (50% of all municipal offices).   
 
• 10% of municipal offices have “no temperature control” in the building or buildings housing 
their records.  16% have “no humidity control,” placing them at an elevated risk of mold 
developing in their records storage area(s). 
 
 
Protection from Fire 
 
All preservation efforts become moot if records are destroyed by fire.  For this reason, buildings housing 
collection materials should be equipped throughout with fire detection and suppression devices.  Fire 
detection devices should be wired directly to the local fire department or another agency where they can 
be monitored continuously.  The installation of fire sprinklers in close proximity to permanently valuable 
materials was once a subject of debate because of the risk of leakage.  Today, however, building-wide 
fire suppression is an accepted practice, for many reasons.  First and foremost, while wet materials can 
often be salvaged, burned materials cannot be.  Second, sprinkler heads activate individually and can 
extinguish a fire at an early stage.  Studies have shown that up to 70% of fires can be extinguished with 
three or fewer heads.  Third, sprinklers discharge far less water than fire hoses: the average sprinkler 
head discharges 20-25 gallons of water per minute in a relatively gentle spray.  By contrast, fire hoses 
discharge between 100 to 250 gallons per minute.  In the event of a fire, limited sprinkler action would 
cause water damage to a relatively small portion of records, in contrast to the devastating damage 
resulting to both the building and records from the deluge of pressurized water during an uncontrollable 
fire. 
 
Key findings pertaining to fire protection include the following: 
 
• A significant number of records held by Massachusetts municipal offices are at risk of loss by 
fire.  Just 29% of municipal offices reported that all of their records are protected by both a building-
wide fire detection system and a building-wide fire suppression system.   
 
• While most municipal offices (93%) reported that the building or buildings housing their 
records have fire detection systems, far fewer (66%) have fire suppression systems.  
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Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, 
approximately what percentage is protected by a building-wide fire 
detection and suppression system?
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• For some institutions that have fire detection devices, coverage appears to be inadequate: 
nearly 3 in 10 reported that the devices are not installed building-wide, or throughout all 
buildings housing their records.  Moreover, without routine inspection, the devices may not 
function properly when needed.  Just over half of municipal offices (56%) reported that their fire 
detection devices are inspected according to manufacturer specifications to ensure proper operation.  
An equal number reported that the devices are connected directly to the local fire department or 
another monitoring agency for monitoring when the building is unoccupied. 
 
• More than 3 in 10 municipal offices (34%) do not have a fire suppression system in the 
building or buildings housing their records.  Of those that do have a suppression system, just 
43% have it installed building-wide, or throughout all buildings housing their records; an equal number 
reported that the system is inspected according to manufacturer specifications to ensure proper 
operation. 
 
Security 
 
Unwanted intrusion into the building or records storage spaces exposes materials to the risk of loss 
through theft and vandalism.  To minimize this risk, it is important to secure the building during hours 
when it is closed to the public, and to store records of permanent value in areas accessible only to a 
limited number of staff.  Controlling the distribution of keys to the building and storage spaces is an 
essential and low-cost security measure.  If the building has a security alarm, it should be wired to the 
local police department or other monitoring station to ensure that an after-hours security breach can be 
detected and quickly addressed. 
 
Key findings pertaining to security include the following: 
 
• Only one municipal office reported having had records stolen or vandalized in the past five 
years. 
 
• Municipal offices were the least likely institution type to report storing records that they plan 
to maintain in perpetuity in storage areas accessible to the public.  The fact that most municipal 
offices store their records in areas accessible only to staff may partially explain the low incidence of 
theft and vandalism. 
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• One quarter of municipal offices reported that there are no measures in place to protect their 
building or buildings from unwanted intrusion.  The measure reported most commonly was 
keying door locks separately from other administrative units in the building (reported by 53%). 
 
• Of municipal offices whose buildings have a security alarm, 61% have the alarm connected 
directly either to the police department or another monitoring agency, ensuring that a break-in 
that occurred after-hours would be detected and addressed.  It is important to note that this 
number represents approximately 35% of all municipal offices that responded to the survey. 
 
 
V. Emergency Preparedness 
 
Records-related emergencies can be contained quickly if staff are prepared to respond.  For this reason, 
every institution responsible for preserving records needs to have a written, up-to-date disaster plan, as 
well as staff that are familiar with the plan and trained to carry it out.  Some of the most common incidents 
that impact records include burst pipes, roof leaks and basement leaks, so staff should be prepared to 
recover water-damaged materials.  They may also be able to assist in the recovery of fire-damaged 
materials.  A number of free tools are available online to assist institutions in developing a disaster plan.  
One such tool is dPlan (www.dplan.org), developed by the Northeast Document Conservation Center 
and the Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners. 
 
Key findings pertaining to emergency preparedness include the following: 
 
• A sizeable percentage of municipal offices are unprepared to respond to a collections-related 
emergency:  just 20% have completed a written disaster plan. 
 
• Of municipal offices with written disaster plans: 
 
o 45% report that the plan includes instructions for recovering fire- and water-damaged 
materials. 
o 36% have updated their plan in the last two years. 
o 18% reported that their staff members are both familiar with the plan and trained to 
carry it out. 
o In all, just one municipal office that responded to the survey met all of these criteria, 
and is thus soundly prepared to respond to a records-related emergency. 
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• Given that 36% of municipal offices reported that they have records stored in a basement, it is 
especially alarming that so few are prepared to salvage records that have been exposed to 
water. 
 
• Just 20% of municipal offices have copies of vital collection records (e.g., inventories, finding 
aids and insurance policies) stored off-site, where they would be safe in the event of a 
disaster that prevented access to the building. 
 
• 18% have included their collections in their municipality’s Comprehensive Emergency 
Management Plan (CEMP).  While municipal offices are the most likely of all groups to have their 
collections included in their local CEMP, the number is still low, pointing to a need to establish greater 
cooperation between municipal offices and local emergency managers and first responders. 
 
 
VI. Preservation Planning & Activities 
 
General preservation assessments and preservation planning go hand-in-hand.  A general preservation 
assessment is a tool that helps an institution identify risks to the longevity of its records and determine the 
actions required to address them.  The “bird’s eye view” it provides—with systematically-collected 
information about records management practices, the storage environment, storage and exhibition 
practices, and the condition of materials—informs the assignment of relative preservation priorities.  This, 
in turn, helps an institution chart a course of action, and spend time and money on documented needs. 
 
Key findings pertaining to preservation assessment and planning include the following: 
 
• 31% of municipal offices have had a general preservation assessment; they are the least likely 
of all institution types to have had one.  There does not appear to be a correlation between annual 
operating budgets and preservation assessments at municipal offices. 
 
• Fewer than 3 in 10 municipal offices plan for preservation.  Of those that do, just over half do not 
have a separate preservation plan, but rather address preservation in overall long-range planning or 
other institutional reports. 
 
 
Does your institution have a 
written, long-range preservation 
plan for the care of the collections? 
  
  
Has a general preservation assessment ever 
been performed at your institution?   
Answer Options 
Yes, one has 
been 
performed 
within the last 
five years 
Yes, one was 
performed 
more than five 
years ago 
No Don't know 
Response 
Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 3 1 1 0 9% 5 
Yes, but it is not up-to-date 0 0 0 0 0% 0 
No, but one is being developed 1 0 1 0 4% 2 
No, but preservation is addressed in overall 
long-range plan or other institutional 
reports 
1 2 5 0 15% 8 
No 2 7 20 8 67% 37 
Don't know 0 0 2 1 6% 3 
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• While preservation planning is not common, it does appear that municipal offices that have 
had a general preservation assessment are somewhat more likely to plan for preservation.  Of 
the 17 institutions that have had an assessment, 8 (or 47%) engage in some type of planning.  By 
contrast, of the 29 that have not had an assessment, 7 (or 24%) do so. 
 
Preservation activities such as monitoring of temperature and relative humidity, control of light in storage 
and exhibit spaces, pest management, collections cleaning, and protective enclosure, are essential to 
extending the longevity of collections.  Protecting records through preventive action, these activities are 
often referred to as “preventive conservation.” 
 
Environmental monitoring helps staff gauge whether their climate control equipment is operating as 
intended; it can also provide information that can be used to make the case—to facilities staff, 
administrators, or external funders—for necessary changes or improvements.  Limiting the exposure of 
materials to light, whether they are in storage or on exhibit, prevents the cumulative and irreversible 
deterioration caused by light.  Active pest management, through prevention as well as detection, protects 
records from pests that see them as food sources.  Cleaning of stacks, boxes and books reduces 
exposure to dust and debris, which can attract pests, provide a substrate for mold growth, and cause 
damage such as staining and abrasion of materials.  Housing records in protective enclosures serves 
many functions.  It slows deterioration by preventing exposure of materials to light and dust, and it can 
protect materials from water.  It allows materials to be transported more safely and handled more gently.  
And it can prevent loss by facilitating organization.  If enclosures are chemically stable, their chemical 
properties will not contribute to the deterioration of the materials they house. 
 
Key findings pertaining to preservation activities include the following: 
 
• Possibly because (as explained in Section I above) many municipal offices seem to have 
reported the annual operating budget for their governing organization (i.e., the town) rather 
than the collections-holding unit, correlations between budgets and preservation activities 
could not be discerned. 
 
• 31% monitor temperature and/or relative humidity (RH) in some capacity.  Thermostats are the 
most commonly used environmental monitoring devices, used by 28% (5 institutions) of those that 
perform environmental monitoring.  4 of these 5 institutions use no other environmental monitoring 
devices in tandem with the thermostat, and thus have no data with which to compare readings from 
the building’s own climate-control system. 
 
• 60% of municipal offices take steps to reduce light levels in the storage environment.  “Turning 
off lights” was the method most commonly reported, while 33% reported that their records storage 
environment has no windows. 
 
• Less than one-quarter of municipal offices perform some type of pest management.  It should 
be pointed out, though, that municipal offices were far more likely than most other groups not to know 
what their pest management program includes (29% selected “don’t know” for this question).  This is 
likely due to the fact that municipal offices tend to reside in multi-use buildings for which the town or 
city is responsible for maintenance activities such as pest management.  Consequently, pest 
management practices may actually be far more active than survey data suggest. 
 
• A very small minority of municipal offices perform any type of collections cleaning.  The 
largest number (4%, or 2 institutions) reported that they perform stacks cleaning. 
 
• 33% house records in chemically stable protective enclosures.  Examples of appropriate 
enclosures for municipal offices might include book boxes for fragile or damaged records volumes, 
and folders and records storage cartons for unbound records. 
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Reformatting & Conservation Treatment 
 
Reformatting strategies such as preservation photocopying, microfilming, digitization, and transfer of 
photographs are ideal for preservation when the condition of materials makes it necessary to limit their 
handling, or when only intellectual content needs to be preserved. 
  
Institutions responsible for preserving records typically have a small but significant body of historical or 
other special materials that need the attention of a professional conservator.  Because improvements to 
the storage environment and preventive conservation activities such as disaster planning and pest 
management benefit a records collection as a whole, however, it is usually best to ensure that such 
measures are in place before resources are spent to treat individual items.  Whether done by in-house 
staff or volunteers or by an external provider, conservation treatment is costly.  And if conserved objects 
return to a poor storage environment, they will only continue to deteriorate rapidly. 
 
Key findings pertaining to reformatting and conservation treatment include the following: 
 
• Microfilming was the reformatting method reported by the largest number of municipal offices 
(49%).  The next-largest number (29%) reported that they digitize materials from their collections. 
 
• 38% of municipal offices have conservation treatments performed on items in their collection 
 
• Of the 21 institutions that have materials conserved, 12 (57%) have not prepared a written 
disaster plan.  Investment in conservation treatment will be lost if conserved items are destroyed due 
to a lack of emergency preparedness. 
 
• A sizeable number do not perform essential preservation activities, such as light reduction 
and pest management, to slow the deterioration of materials.  29% of institutions that have 
materials conserved take no steps to reduce light levels in the storage environment; 48% perform no 
pest management activities. 
 
 
VII. Exhibition Practices 
 
The need to exhibit materials complicates the goal of preservation.  The exhibit environment is often more 
difficult to control than the storage environment; and the materials displayed have, almost by definition, 
special value.  At the very least, items on exhibit are exposed to higher light levels than they would 
normally experience in storage. 
 
Rare, valuable, and/or irreplaceable materials should never be exhibited permanently, since this can 
cause irreversible light damage.  Many institutions avoid exhibiting original items by using facsimiles 
when feasible.  If originals are exhibited, damage from light can be reduced by keeping light levels as low 
as possible, and by limiting the duration of the exhibit.  As a rule of thumb, original materials should be 
exhibited for a maximum of three months.  Exhibit times should be shorter for extremely light-sensitive 
materials, or if light levels are difficult to control. 
 
Key findings pertaining to exhibition practices include the following: 
 
• The overall risk of damage to municipal records from exhibition practices is very small, since 
few municipal offices (9%, or 5 institutions) reported that they exhibit rare, valuable, and/or 
irreplaceable materials from their collections.   
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VIII. Training Needs 
 
Information Resources & Past Training 
 
When asked which resources they use to learn more about preservation/conservation, the greatest 
number of municipal offices selected: 
 
• Professional conferences (53%) 
• Preservation workshops (38%) 
• Articles (35%) 
• State or regional preservation offices/organizations (35%) 
 
Sources of information cited in text comments included: 
 
• “Consultation with experts” 
• Peers 
• NEDCC 
 
More than half of municipal offices (55%) reported having had staff that attended a preservation/ 
conservation workshop in the past five years, placing them in the mid-range relative to all other groups 
reporting staff training.  Of those reporting staff attendance at workshops over the past five years, 
the most common training topics were: 
 
• Care and handling of materials (70%) 
• Emergency preparedness and response (63%) 
• Preservation management (57%) 
 
Current Training Needs & Preferences 
 
A central goal of the Massachusetts Connecting to Collections survey was to collect information about 
training needs and preferences for specific types of institutions, in order to develop the most useful and 
effective preservation training possible for target audiences.  In view of this aim, respondents were asked 
to provide information about their training needs, preferred formats, and preferred duration. 
 
Respondents were asked to indicate the level of need for preservation training pertaining to various types 
of materials.  Those for which more than half of municipal offices identified as having “some need” 
or “urgent need” include: 
 
• Books and bound volumes (91%) 
• Unbound sheets (71%) 
• Digital materials and electronic records (69%) 
 
The “urgent need” most commonly selected was for training in the preservation of books and bound 
volumes (31%).  One text comment, which stated that the institution “does not have staff to perform 
preservation/conservation of historic records,” suggests that training in low-cost preservation strategies 
might also be useful. 
 
Short workshops at bi-annual Massachusetts City and Town Clerks Associations conferences, or the New 
England Association of City and Town Clerks annual conference, would be of significant interest to staff 
at municipal offices.  When asked about preferred formats, a large majority (89%) selected “face-to-face 
half-day workshops” and “conferences/professional meetings.”  In terms of duration, just over half (56%) 
would prefer training lasting half a day. 
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Appendix H: Population Profile—Museums  
(62 respondents, or 12% of total survey population) 
 
I.  Annual Operating Budgets 
 
Annual operating budgets for museums range from less than $10,000 to $10 million or more.  A plurality 
(31%) reported an annual operating budget of $1 million to $4,999,999.  While survey responses 
represent a considerable number of larger organizations in terms of budget, at the same time, it should be 
noted that the responses also represent a considerable number of smaller organizations by this measure: 
3 in 10 museums that responded reported budgets of less than $100,000. 
 
 
What was your institution's total annual operating budget for the most recently 
completed fiscal year?
7%
15%
8%
19%
10%
31%
2%
10%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%
less than $10,000
$10,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $499,999
$500,000 to $999,999
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999
$10,000,000 or more
 
 
 
II.  Preservation Infrastructure 
 
Funding 
 
Over the long term, preservation efforts will be most effective if they are supported by reliable funding 
from year to year.  For this reason, a line item for preservation should be part of a collecting institution’s 
annual budget.  This ensures an ongoing commitment to preservation and allows for better tracking of 
expenses. 
  
Key findings pertaining to funding for preservation include the following: 
 
• 82% of museums make funding available for preservation/conservation.  43% do so through a 
dedicated budget line; 39% make funds available as needed.  Museums are among the most likely of 
all groups to provide a dedicated budget line for preservation. 
 
• Museums are the most likely of all groups to have applied for a grant to fund preservation/ 
conservation activities in the past five years (62% have done so).  Of those that have not 
applied, the most common reasons cited were equally “lack of staff time or expertise to complete an 
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application” and “additional project planning or preparation necessary before requesting grant funds” 
(both 58%). 
 
 
Which of the following factors influenced the decision not to apply for a grant in the past 
five years?
26%
58% 58%
16% 11%
0%
16%
0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
Not aw are of
appropriate
funding
sources
Lack of staff
time or
expertise to
complete
application
Additional
project planning
or preparation
necessary
before
requesting
grant funds
Preservation/
conservation
not an
institutional
priority
Currently have
suff icient
sources of
funding
Have applied
for grant(s)
from external
sources in the
past but have
been
unsuccessful
Other
 
 
 
Staffing  
 
Adequate staffing is crucial to preserving collections.  Some preservation projects, such as weeding and 
shelf maintenance, do not require an investment in equipment or supplies, but do require a commitment 
of time.  Preservation efforts will be most effective if a specific staff member is assigned the responsibility 
of being knowledgeable about preservation issues, and of making (or overseeing) preservation decisions.  
An investment in staff time to carry out collections care activities will result in a longer useful life for 
collections. 
 
Key findings pertaining to staffing for preservation include the following: 
 
• 7 in 10 museums employ at least one full-time paid staff member.  Full-time staffing levels 
ranged from 1 to 2 staff members to over 50.  The largest number (34%) reported employing 1 to 5 
full-time paid staff. 
 
 
How many staff are currently employed in your collecting institution?  Include all staff, not just those for preservation.  Do 
not express in Full-Time Equivalents (FTE). 
Answer Options 0 1-2 3-5 6-10 11-20 21-50 >50 Don't know 
Response 
Count 
Full-time paid staff 18 11 10 6 4 8 4 0 61 
Part-time paid staff 9 22 8 7 4 7 4 0 61 
Full-time volunteers 50 6 1 0 0 0 0 4 61 
Part-time volunteers 3 8 7 9 7 15 10 2 61 
 
 
• 85% employ at least one part-time paid staff member.  A plurality (32%) report 1 to 2 part-time 
paid staff.  In considering this figure, it is important to note that 16% of museums have only part-time 
paid staff, a population that consists almost entirely of history museums. 
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• It is important to note that 13% of museums have no paid staff.  This population consists almost 
entirely of history museums, and included one children’s museum.  The majority of museums with no 
paid staff (88%) devote volunteer time to preservation/conservation activities. 
 
• Museums reported among the highest rates of volunteerism.  92% employ at least one part-time 
volunteer; a plurality (25%) employs 11 to 20. 
 
• 72% devote paid staff time to preservation/conservation activities, making museums among 
the most likely to do so.  The largest number (33%) reported devoting .1 to .5 FTE paid staff to 
preservation/ conservation activities. 
 
• Museums are also among the most likely of all groups to devote volunteer time to 
preservation/ conservation activities.  68% do so; most (34%) devote .1 to .5 FTE. 
 
 
III. Intellectual Control 
 
Intellectual control of collection materials serves several major functions.  First, it provides staff and 
researchers with a way to find materials relevant to their needs.  Second, it decreases the risk of theft, 
since in addition to facilitating access, catalog records serve to document ownership of collection 
materials.  Finally, in the context of disaster recovery, catalog records are invaluable in helping staff 
determine which materials, if any, have been damaged or destroyed. 
 
Key findings pertaining to intellectual control include the following: 
 
• 43% of museums reported that at least three-quarters of their holdings were cataloged.  This 
figure stands in the mid-range relative to all other institution types. 
 
 
Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, 
approximately what percentage are cataloged?
2%
15%
17%
22%
36%
7%
2%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%
0%
1%-24%
25%-49%
50%-74%
75%-99%
100%
Don't know
 
 
 
IV. The Building & Storage Environment 
 
Building Maintenance & Condition 
 
The building is a collection’s first line of defense against the elements.  For this reason, building upkeep is 
an essential component of preservation.  Unless the building is sound, it cannot support climate control, 
prevent the entrance of pests and intruders, or protect records from fire, water, and other disasters.  To 
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ensure that the building remains in good condition, it is ideal to provide regular preventive maintenance 
on a fixed calendar basis, with inspection of roof, gutters, skylights, flashings, and drains, and 
maintenance of any climate control, fire protection, and security systems. 
 
Key findings pertaining to building maintenance and condition include the following: 
 
• 61% of museums store collections in multiple buildings.  Respondents had the option of sharing 
the number of buildings housing their collections; of the 21 that did, the number ranged from 2 to 18.  
A majority of these institutions (71%) stored their collections in 4 buildings or fewer. 
 
• 54% of museums with collections stored in one building, and 46% of those with collections 
stored in multiple buildings, described their building maintenance routine as “preventive,” 
defined in the survey as “routine items are done on a calendar basis to ensure general upkeep 
(e.g., clean gutters, minor roof repairs, general housekeeping) to basically retard deterioration 
of the facility”). 
 
• It is important to note that 25% of museums with collections stored in one building, and 22% 
of those with collections stored in multiple buildings, described their building maintenance 
routine as “nominal,” defined in the survey as “little is done until there is a major need.”  
These institutions may have problems with their building(s) that have not yet been identified through 
routine inspection and maintenance, and that could become quite serious unless they are identified 
and addressed. 
 
• Building problems reported by a sizeable number of museums include roof leaks (reported by 
28% of museums overall); leaking exterior walls (21% of museums overall); condensation on 
walls and windows (24%); and foundation leaks (22%).  It is important to note that these problems 
were reported more frequently by those storing collections in multiple buildings. 
 
 
What is the general condition of the building or buildings that house your collections? 
Answer Options 
Response 
Percent - 
Collections in 
One Building 
Response 
Percent - 
Collections in 
Multiple 
Buildings 
Roof is water-tight, without leaks or seepage 67% 60% 
Water accumulates on roof 8% 11% 
Roof leaks 25% 30% 
Roof/attic is insulated 25% 57% 
Roof/attic is not insulated 13% 35% 
Exterior walls leak 17% 24% 
Condensation occurs on walls and windows 13% 35% 
Exterior walls are insulated 33% 49% 
Exterior walls are not insulated 21% 46% 
Foundation leaks 13% 30% 
Foundation is well-maintained 46% 49% 
Foundation needs re-pointing 13% 19% 
Foundation is cracked 13% 14% 
Foundation has close plantings/ground cover 8% 30% 
Don't know 8% 5% 
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Environmental Controls 
 
To a large extent, temperature and relative humidity (RH) levels in the storage or exhibit environment 
determine the longevity of collections.  High temperatures and RH speed the natural aging process of 
materials as they accelerate the chemical reactions that cause deterioration.  This can be seen, for 
example, in the embrittlement and discoloration of paper; corrosion of metal; clouding of glass; and fading 
of dyes.  Sharp and frequent fluctuations in temperature and RH can cause dimensional changes as 
materials swell and contract in response to changes in their environment.  Examples of problems 
resulting from such fluctuations include warping of wood, paper and film; weakening of fibers; and 
cracking of paint.  Humidity control is particularly important: besides causing materials to age more 
quickly, humid environments put collections at risk of damage from mold (which can bloom in 
environments where the RH exceeds 65%), and they can be inviting to pests (e.g., silverfish) that will feed 
on collection materials. 
 
Key findings pertaining to environmental controls include the following: 
 
• Slightly more museums have none of their collections stored in a space with year-round 
climate control (31%) than have all of their collections stored in a space with year-round 
climate control (25%). 
 
 
Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, 
approximately what percentage are stored in a space with  year-
round climate control?
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• When asked to indicate the components included in their climate control system, museums 
most frequently cited centralized heating (92% of all museums) and centralized air 
conditioning (66% of all museums).  As with all other groups, centralized ventilation to remove 
pollutants from storage and exhibit environments were reported by relatively few (just 27% of all 
museums).  Just 8% reported having “no climate-control of any kind.” 
 
• 10% of museums report that their building or buildings have “no temperature control.”  15% 
have “no humidity control,” and are thus at an elevated risk of mold developing in their 
storage or exhibit spaces. 
 
Protection from Fire 
 
All preservation efforts become moot if collections are destroyed by fire.  For this reason, buildings 
housing collection materials should be equipped throughout with fire detection and suppression devices.  
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Fire detection devices should be wired directly to the local fire department or another agency where they 
can be monitored continuously.  The installation of fire sprinklers in close proximity to collections was 
once a subject of debate because of the risk of leakage.  Today, however, building-wide fire suppression 
is an accepted practice, for many reasons.  First and foremost, while wet materials can often be salvaged, 
burned materials cannot be.  Second, sprinkler heads activate individually and can extinguish a fire at an 
early stage.  Studies have shown that up to 70% of fires can be extinguished with three or fewer heads.  
Third, sprinklers discharge far less water than fire hoses: the average sprinkler head discharges 20-25 
gallons of water per minute in a relatively gentle spray.  By contrast, fire hoses discharge between 100 to 
250 gallons per minute.  In the event of a fire, limited sprinkler action would cause water damage to a 
relatively small portion of collections, in contrast to the devastating damage resulting to both the building 
and collections from the deluge of pressurized water during an uncontrollable fire. 
 
Key findings pertaining to fire protection include the following: 
 
• A large number of museum collections are at risk of loss by fire.  Nearly 4 in 10 museums 
reported that none of their collections are protected by a building-wide fire detection and suppression 
system. 
 
 
Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, 
approximately what percentage is protected by a building-wide 
fire detection and suppression system?
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• While most museums (93%) reported that the building or buildings housing their collections 
have fire detection systems, far fewer (57%) have fire suppression systems. 
 
• For most museums, fire detection systems appear to be complete and well-maintained.  
Detection devices are generally installed building-wide (reported by 93% of museums); inspected 
according to manufacturer specifications to ensure proper operation (reported by 84%); and 
connected directly to the local fire department or another monitoring agency for monitoring when the 
building is unoccupied (also reported by 84%). 
 
• More than 4 in 10 museums (43%) do not have a fire suppression system in the building or 
buildings housing their collections.  Of those that do, 60% reported that the system is installed 
building-wide, or throughout all buildings housing their collections; 88% reported that the system is 
inspected according to manufacturer specifications to ensure proper operation. 
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Security 
 
Unwanted intrusion into the building or collections storage spaces exposes collections to the risk of loss 
through theft and vandalism.  To minimize this risk, it is important to secure the building during hours 
when it is closed to the public, and to store collections of permanent value in areas accessible only to a 
limited number of staff.  Controlling the distribution of keys to the building and storage spaces is an 
essential and low-cost security measure.  If the building has a security alarm, it should be wired to the 
local police department or other monitoring station to ensure that an after-hours security breach can be 
detected and quickly addressed. 
 
Key findings pertaining to security include the following: 
 
• Museums are among the more likely institution types to have had materials that they plan to 
maintain in perpetuity stolen or vandalized in the past five years, with 17% reporting that such 
an event had taken place at their institution.   
 
• More than 2 in 10 museums (22%) store permanent collection materials in a storage area 
accessible to the public. 
 
• Most museums (89%) have security measures in place to protect their building or buildings 
from unwanted intrusion.  The most common measures were burglar alarms on exterior doors 
and/or windows, and motion detectors in rooms, each of which was reported by 72% of museums that 
responded to the survey. 
 
• Of museums whose buildings have a security alarm, the vast majority (93%) reported that the 
alarm is connected directly either to the local police or another monitoring agency, ensuring 
that a break-in that occurred after-hours would be detected and addressed. 
 
 
V. Emergency Preparedness 
 
Collection-related emergencies can be contained quickly if staff are prepared to respond.  For this reason, 
every collecting institution needs to have a written, up-to-date disaster plan, as well as staff that are 
familiar with the plan and trained to carry it out.  Some of the most common incidents that impact 
collections include burst pipes, roof leaks and basement leaks, so staff should be prepared to recover 
water-damaged materials.  They may also be able to assist in the recovery of fire-damaged materials.  A 
number of free tools are available online to assist institutions in developing a disaster plan.  One such tool 
is dPlan (www.dplan.org), developed by the Northeast Document Conservation Center and the 
Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners. 
 
Key findings pertaining to emergency preparedness include the following: 
 
• Just under half of all museums (49%) have completed a written disaster plan. 
 
• Of museums with written disaster plans: 
 
o 80% report that the plan includes instructions for recovering fire- and water-damaged 
materials. 
o 43% have updated their plan in the last two years. 
o 43% reported that their staff members are both familiar with the plan and trained to 
carry it out. 
o In all, 16% of museums that responded to the survey met all of these criteria, and are 
thus soundly prepared to respond to a collection-related emergency. 
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• Given that 34% of museums have collections stored in a basement, it is especially alarming 
that just a fraction are prepared to salvage materials that have been exposed to water. 
 
• 48% of museums have copies of vital collection records (e.g., inventories, finding aids and 
insurance policies) stored off-site, where they would be safe in the event of a disaster that 
prevented access to the building. 
 
• Just 11% have included their collections in their municipality’s Comprehensive Emergency 
Management Plan (CEMP), pointing to a need to establish greater cooperation between 
museums and local emergency managers and first responders. 
 
 
VI. Preservation Planning & Activities 
 
General preservation assessments and preservation planning go hand-in-hand.  A general preservation 
assessment is a tool that helps a collecting institution identify risks to the longevity of its collections and 
determine the actions required to address them.  The “bird’s eye view” it provides—with systematically-
collected information about collection management practices, the storage environment, storage and 
exhibition practices, and the condition of materials—informs the assignment of relative preservation 
priorities.  This, in turn, helps an institution chart a course of action, and spend time and money on 
documented needs. 
 
Key findings pertaining to preservation assessment and planning include the following: 
 
• 59% of museums have had a general preservation assessment.  18% have had one within the 
last five years, while 41% had one performed more than five years ago. 
 
• Museums that have had a general preservation assessment are significantly more likely to 
plan for preservation.  Of the 36 museums that have had an assessment, 31 (or 86%) plan for 
preservation, whether it is by preparing a written plan or addressing preservation in overall long-range 
planning or other institutional reports.  By contrast, just 28% of museums that have not had an 
assessment engage in some type of preservation planning.  It should be noted that for some 
institutions that have a preservation plan, the plan is not up-to-date. 
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Does your institution have a 
written, long-range preservation 
plan for the care of the 
collections? 
  
  
Has a general preservation assessment 
ever been performed at your institution?   
Answer Options 
Yes, one has 
been 
performed 
within the 
last five 
years 
Yes, one was 
performed 
more than 
five years 
ago 
No Don't know 
Response 
Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 6 7 0 1 23% 14 
Yes, but it is not up-to-date 1 5 1 0 12% 7 
No, but one is being developed 1 3 2 1 12% 7 
No, but preservation is addressed in 
overall long-range plan or other 
institutional reports 
3 5 2 0 16% 10 
No 0 5 13 3 34% 21 
Don't know 0 0 0 2 3% 2 
 
 
• There appears to be a correlation between annual operating budgets and preservation 
assessments at museums.  Where just 33% of those with budgets of less than $100,000 reported 
having had an assessment, this figure jumps to 56% for those with budgets of $100,000 to $999,999, 
and to 80% for those with budgets of $1 million and above. 
 
 
  
Has a general preservation assessment ever been performed at 
your institution? 
Total 
Yes, one has 
been performed 
within the last 
five years 
Yes, one was 
performed 
more than five 
years ago No 
Don't 
know 
Annual Operating Budget           
Sample Size 61 11 25 18 7 
less than $10,000           
Count 4 0 0 3 1 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 75% 25% 
$10,000 to $49,999           
Count 9 0 4 5 0 
Row % 100% 0% 44% 56% 0% 
$50,000 to $99,999           
Count 5 1 1 1 2 
Row % 100% 20% 20% 20% 40% 
$100,000 to $499,999           
Count 12 1 3 6 2 
Row % 100% 8% 25% 50% 17% 
$500,000 to $999,999           
Count 6 0 6 0 0 
Row % 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999           
Count 19 6 10 2 1 
Row % 100% 32% 53% 11% 5% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999           
Count 1 0 0 0 1 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 0% 100% 
$10,000,000 or more           
Count 5 3 1 1 0 
Row % 100% 60% 20% 20% 0% 
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Preservation activities such as monitoring of temperature and relative humidity, control of light in storage 
and exhibit spaces, pest management, collections cleaning, and protective enclosure, are essential to 
extending the longevity of collections.  Protecting collections through preventive action, these activities 
are often referred to as “preventive conservation.” 
 
Environmental monitoring helps staff gauge whether their climate control equipment is operating as 
intended; it can also provide information that can be used to make the case—to facilities staff, 
administrators, or external funders—for necessary changes or improvements.  Limiting the exposure of 
materials to light, whether they are in storage or on exhibit, prevents the cumulative and irreversible 
deterioration caused by light.  Active pest management, through prevention as well as detection, protects 
collections from pests that see them as food sources.  Cleaning of stacks, collections, and exhibits 
reduces exposure to dust and debris, which can attract pests, provide a substrate for mold growth, and 
cause damage such as staining and abrasion of materials.  Housing materials in protective enclosures 
serves many functions.  It slows deterioration by preventing exposure of materials to light and dust, and it 
can protect materials from water.  It allows materials to be transported more safely and handled more 
gently.  And it can prevent loss by facilitating organization.  If enclosures are chemically stable, their 
chemical properties will not contribute to the deterioration of the materials they house. 
 
Key findings pertaining to preservation activities include the following: 
 
• 64% of museums monitor temperature and/or relative humidity (RH) in some capacity.  Data 
loggers are the most commonly used environmental monitoring devices, used by just over half of 
museums that perform environmental monitoring. 
 
• There is a strong correlation between annual operating budgets and environmental monitoring 
in museums.  Where just 30% of those with budgets of less than $500,000 perform environmental 
monitoring, this figure jumps to 97% for those with budgets of $500,000 and above. 
 
 
  
Does your institution monitor temperature and/or relative humidity in storage 
and/or exhibition spaces? 
Total 
Yes, in storage 
spaces 
Yes, in exhibition 
spaces 
Yes, in both storage 
and exhibition spaces No 
Don't 
know 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 61 4 3 32 20 2 
less than $10,000             
Count 4 0 0 0 4 0 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 9 1 1 0 6 1 
Row % 100% 11% 11% 0% 67% 11% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 5 0 0 3 2 0 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 60% 40% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 12 1 1 2 8 0 
Row % 100% 8% 8% 17% 67% 0% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 6 1 0 5 0 0 
Row % 100% 17% 0% 83% 0% 0% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 19 1 1 16 0 1 
Row % 100% 5% 5% 84% 0% 5% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 1 0 0 1 0 0 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 5 0 0 5 0 0 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 
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• While a majority of museums at every budget level perform some type of pest management, all 
of those with annual operating budgets of $500,000 and above perform pest management, 
again showing a strong correlation between museum budgets and preservation practices. 
 
 
  
What does your institution's pest management program include? 
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Annual Operating 
Budget                       
Sample Size 61 32 38 14 49 27 12 12 6 1 2 
less than $10,000                       
Count 4 1 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 0 0 
Row % 100% 25% 25% 0% 50% 25% 25% 0% 25% 0% 0% 
$10,000 to $49,999                       
Count 9 2 4 0 7 1 1 1 0 1 1 
Row % 100% 22% 44% 0% 78% 11% 11% 11% 0% 11% 11% 
$50,000 to $99,999                       
Count 5 0 2 0 4 1 0 0 1 0 0 
Row % 100% 0% 40% 0% 80% 20% 0% 0% 20% 0% 0% 
$100,000 to 
$499,999                       
Count 12 6 5 3 8 2 0 4 4 0 0 
Row % 100% 50% 42% 25% 67% 17% 0% 33% 33% 0% 0% 
$500,000 to 
$999,999                       
Count 6 5 6 1 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 
Row % 100% 83% 100% 17% 83% 33% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
$1,000,000 to 
$4,999,999                       
Count 19 13 14 7 17 15 5 5 0 0 0 
Row % 100% 68% 74% 37% 89% 79% 26% 26% 0% 0% 0% 
$5,000,000 to 
$9,999,999                       
Count 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 
Row % 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more                       
Count 5 4 5 2 5 4 4 1 0 0 1 
Row % 100% 80% 100% 40% 100% 80% 80% 20% 0% 0% 20% 
 
 
• 62% of museums reduce dust and debris in the exhibit environment by routinely cleaning 
exhibits.  There is a strong correlation between budget and exhibit cleaning practices, with three 
groupings emerging.  Just 22% of museums with budgets of less than $100,000 clean exhibits; this 
figure jumps to 67% for those with budgets of $100,000 to $999,999; and again, to 88% for those with 
budgets of $1 million and above. 
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Cleaning of exhibits 
Total Yes No 
Don't 
know 
Not 
applicable 
Annual Operating Budget           
Sample Size 61 38 20 2 1 
less than $10,000           
Count 4 1 3 0 0 
Row % 100% 25% 75% 0% 0% 
$10,000 to $49,999           
Count 9 2 6 0 1 
Row % 100% 22% 67% 0% 11% 
$50,000 to $99,999           
Count 5 1 2 2 0 
Row % 100% 20% 40% 40% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999           
Count 12 8 4 0 0 
Row % 100% 67% 33% 0% 0% 
$500,000 to $999,999           
Count 6 4 2 0 0 
Row % 100% 67% 33% 0% 0% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999           
Count 19 16 3 0 0 
Row % 100% 84% 16% 0% 0% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999           
Count 1 1 0 0 0 
Row % 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more           
Count 5 5 0 0 0 
Row % 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 
 
 
• Just over half of all museums (52%) house collection materials in chemically stable protective 
enclosures.  There is no apparent correlation between annual operating budgets and protective 
enclosure practices. 
 
Reformatting & Conservation Treatment 
 
Reformatting strategies such as preservation photocopying, microfilming, digitization, and transfer of 
photographs are ideal for preservation when the condition of materials makes it necessary to limit their 
handling, or when only intellectual content needs to be preserved. 
  
Collecting institutions typically have a small but significant body of historical or other special materials that 
need the attention of a professional conservator.  Because improvements to the storage environment and 
preventive conservation activities such as disaster planning and pest management benefit a collection as 
a whole, however, it is usually best to ensure that such measures are in place before resources are spent 
to treat individual items.  Whether done by in-house staff or volunteers or by an external provider, 
conservation treatment is costly.  And if conserved objects return to a poor storage environment, they will 
only continue to deteriorate rapidly. 
 
Key findings pertaining to reformatting and conservation treatment include the following: 
 
• Digitization was the reformatting method reported by the largest number of museums (65%).  
A significant number (52%) also create preservation photocopies of materials from their collections; 
41% reported reproducing artifacts for use or exhibit. 
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• 63% of all museums have conservation treatments performed on items in their collections. 
 
• Of the 39 institutions that have materials conserved, 14 (36%) have not prepared a written 
disaster plan.  Investment in conservation treatment will be lost if conserved items are destroyed due 
to a lack of emergency preparedness. 
 
 
VII. Exhibition Practices 
 
The need to exhibit collection materials complicates the goal of preservation.  The exhibit environment is 
often more difficult to control than the storage environment; and the materials displayed have, almost by 
definition, special value.  At the very least, items on exhibit are exposed to higher light levels than they 
would normally experience in storage. 
 
Rare, valuable, and/or irreplaceable materials should never be exhibited permanently, since this can 
cause irreversible light damage.  Many institutions avoid exhibiting original items by using facsimiles 
when feasible.  If originals are exhibited, damage from light can be reduced by keeping light levels as low 
as possible, and by limiting the duration of the exhibit.  As a rule of thumb, original materials should be 
exhibited for a maximum of three months.  Exhibit times should be shorter for extremely light-sensitive 
materials, or if light levels are difficult to control. 
 
Key findings pertaining to exhibition practices include the following: 
 
• 90% of museums exhibit rare, valuable and/or irreplaceable materials from their collections. 
 
• Of these, 80% place on permanent exhibit materials that they plan to maintain in perpetuity.  
Light damage is a product of the duration and intensity of exposure, so the longer an item is 
exhibited, the more damage it sustains. 
 
• While permanent exhibition of materials an institution plans to maintain in perpetuity is never 
ideal, the risk of light damage to items exhibited by museums (whether on permanent or 
temporary exhibit) is mitigated to some extent by vigilance in reducing light levels in the 
exhibition environment.  More than 9 in 10 museums take steps to reduce light levels in the 
exhibition environment, the highest percentage of any group.  69% turn off lights, and few (just 16%) 
use fluorescent lights that are unfiltered to block the emission of ultraviolet (UV) light. 
 
• 98% of museums use exhibit mounts/supports and/or display cases that are constructed from 
materials that will not damage, and that properly support, the items being exhibited. 
 
 
VIII. Training Needs 
 
Information Resources & Past Training 
 
When asked which resources they use to learn more about preservation/conservation, the greatest 
number of museums selected: 
 
• Articles (85%) 
• Books (72%) 
• Preservation Web sites (72%) 
• Preservation workshops (62%) 
• Other collecting institutions (61%) 
 
 
 
  
Massachusetts Connecting to Collections Statewide Preservation Survey 
Final Report:  Appendix H—Population Profile: Museums 
March 28, 2011  
141 
Sources of information cited in text comments included: 
 
• NEDCC 
• The Williamstown Art Conservation Center 
• The IMLS Connecting to Collections bookshelf 
• Consulting conservators 
 
51% of museums have staff that have attended a preservation/ conservation workshop in the past five 
years, placing them in the mid-range relative to all other groups reporting staff training.  Cross-tabulation 
of this data with annual operating budgets shows some correlation between a museum’s 
operating budget and the likelihood that a staff member has attended a preservation/conservation 
workshop in the past five years.  Specifically, those with budgets of $1 million and above are more 
likely than other groups to have had staff attend such training.  With that said, however, it is interesting to 
note that two-thirds of those with budgets of $10,000 to $49,999 have had staff attend this training.  The 
reason for this difference is not clear. 
 
 
  
Have staff at your institution attended a 
preservation/conservation workshop in the 
past five years? 
Total Yes No Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget         
Sample Size 61 31 24 6 
less than $10,000         
Count 4 0 4 0 
Row % 100% 0% 100% 0% 
$10,000 to $49,999         
Count 9 6 2 1 
Row % 100% 67% 22% 11% 
$50,000 to $99,999         
Count 5 1 4 0 
Row % 100% 20% 80% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999         
Count 12 1 10 1 
Row % 100% 8% 83% 8% 
$500,000 to $999,999         
Count 6 3 1 2 
Row % 100% 50% 17% 33% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999         
Count 19 14 3 2 
Row % 100% 74% 16% 11% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999         
Count 1 1 0 0 
Row % 100% 100% 0% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more         
Count 5 5 0 0 
Row % 100% 100% 0% 0% 
 
 
Of those reporting staff attendance at workshops over the past five years, the most common training 
topics were: 
 
• Care and handling of materials (81%) 
• Storage issues (65%) 
• Emergency preparedness and response (65%) 
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• Care of photographic materials (48%) 
• Exhibits (48%) 
 
Current Training Needs & Preferences 
 
A central goal of the Massachusetts Connecting to Collections survey was to collect information about 
training needs and preferences for specific types of institutions, in order to develop the most useful and 
effective preservation training possible for target audiences.  In view of this aim, respondents were asked 
to provide information about their training needs, preferred formats, and preferred duration. 
 
Respondents were asked to indicate the level of need for preservation training pertaining to various types 
of materials.  Those for which more than half of museums identified as having “some need” or 
“urgent need” include: 
 
• Photographic collections (76%) 
• Books and bound volumes (74%) 
• Historic and ethnographic objects (68%) 
• Digital materials and electronic records (65%) 
 
The “urgent need” most commonly selected was for training in the preservation of historic and 
ethnographic objects (cited by 16% as “urgent”).  In text comments, respondents cited an “urgent need” or 
“some need” for training in: 
 
• Antique furniture 
• Wooden boat, large object preservation 
• Archiving of general records, artifacts and other materials 
• Japanese lacquer and metals 
• Die cast metal, plastic, wood and other materials used in toy production. 
 
When asked about preferred formats, the largest number of museums (95%) stated that would be “very” 
or “somewhat” interested in training at conferences or professional meetings.  There were also strong 
preferences for face-to-face full-day workshops (in which 90% were “very” or “somewhat” interested); 
face-to-face half-day workshops (89%); live facilitated online training (82%); and self-directed online 
training (79%).  In terms of duration, a majority (52%) would prefer training lasting one day. 
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Appendix I: Raw Data by Institution Type 
 
Annual Operating Budget - By Institution Type 
          
  
Institution Type 
Total Archives 
Academic 
Libraries 
Public 
Libraries 
Special 
Libraries Museums 
Historic 
Sites 
Historical 
Societies 
Municipal 
Offices 
Annual Operating Budget                   
Sample Size 505 31 56 160 37 62 18 79 62 
less than $10,000                   
Count 52 3 0 1 3 4 2 35 4 
Column % 10% 10% 0% 1% 8% 6% 11% 44% 6% 
Row % 100% 6% 0% 2% 6% 8% 4% 67% 8% 
$10,000 to $49,999                   
Count 54 6 3 7 2 9 2 21 4 
Column % 11% 19% 5% 4% 5% 15% 11% 27% 6% 
Row % 100% 11% 6% 13% 4% 17% 4% 39% 7% 
$50,000 to $99,999                   
Count 36 3 2 6 4 5 2 11 3 
Column % 7% 10% 4% 4% 11% 8% 11% 14% 5% 
Row % 100% 8% 6% 17% 11% 14% 6% 31% 8% 
$100,000 to $499,999                   
Count 148 8 15 81 12 12 4 11 5 
Column % 29% 26% 27% 51% 32% 19% 22% 14% 8% 
Row % 100% 5% 10% 55% 8% 8% 3% 7% 3% 
$500,000 to $999,999                   
Count 50 1 6 31 0 6 3 1 2 
Column % 10% 3% 11% 19% 0% 10% 17% 1% 3% 
Row % 100% 2% 12% 62% 0% 12% 6% 2% 4% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                   
Count 84 3 12 31 9 19 4 0 6 
Column % 17% 10% 21% 19% 24% 31% 22% 0% 10% 
Row % 100% 4% 14% 37% 11% 23% 5% 0% 7% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                   
Count 17 0 5 2 3 1 1 0 5 
Column % 3% 0% 9% 1% 8% 2% 6% 0% 8% 
Row % 100% 0% 29% 12% 18% 6% 6% 0% 29% 
$10,000,000 or more                   
Count 64 7 13 1 4 6 0 0 33 
Column % 13% 23% 23% 1% 11% 10% 0% 0% 53% 
Row % 100% 11% 20% 2% 6% 9% 0% 0% 52% 
 
  
Massachusetts Connecting to Collections Statewide Preservation Survey 
Final Report:  Appendix I—Raw Data by Institution Type 
March 28, 2011  
144 
 
Preservation Budget - By Institution Type 
      
  
Does your institution have a budget line item for preservation/conservation 
activities? (Select one.) 
Total Yes 
No specific line-item in 
budget, but other funds 
are available as needed No Don't know 
Institution Type           
Sample Size 498 113 167 209 9 
Archives           
Count 31 7 15 9 0 
Column % 6% 6% 9% 4% 0% 
Row % 100% 23% 48% 29% 0% 
Academic Libraries           
Count 56 14 20 20 2 
Column % 11% 12% 12% 10% 22% 
Row % 100% 25% 36% 36% 4% 
Public Libraries           
Count 160 13 49 94 4 
Column % 32% 12% 29% 45% 44% 
Row % 100% 8% 31% 59% 3% 
Special Libraries           
Count 37 7 10 19 1 
Column % 7% 6% 6% 9% 11% 
Row % 100% 19% 27% 51% 3% 
Museums           
Count 61 26 24 11 0 
Column % 12% 23% 14% 5% 0% 
Row % 100% 43% 39% 18% 0% 
Historic Sites           
Count 18 10 8 0 0 
Column % 4% 9% 5% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 56% 44% 0% 0% 
Historical Societies           
Count 78 17 30 30 1 
Column % 16% 15% 18% 14% 11% 
Row % 100% 22% 38% 38% 1% 
Municipal Offices           
Count 57 19 11 26 1 
Column % 11% 17% 7% 12% 11% 
Row % 100% 33% 19% 46% 2% 
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Grant Applications - By Institution Type 
          
  
Institution Type 
Total Archives 
Academic 
Libraries 
Public 
Libraries 
Special 
Libraries Museums 
Historic 
Sites 
Historical 
Societies 
Municipal 
Offices 
Has your institution made an application, whether 
successful or unsuccessful, for 
preservation/conservation funding from any 
public or private source in the last five years?  
(Select one.)                   
Sample Size 498 31 56 160 37 61 18 78 57 
Yes                   
Count 221 17 24 57 10 38 11 40 24 
Column % 44% 55% 43% 36% 27% 62% 61% 51% 42% 
Row % 100% 8% 11% 26% 5% 17% 5% 18% 11% 
No                   
Count 237 11 29 89 24 19 7 32 26 
Column % 48% 35% 52% 56% 65% 31% 39% 41% 46% 
Row % 100% 5% 12% 38% 10% 8% 3% 14% 11% 
Don't know                   
Count 40 3 3 14 3 4 0 6 7 
Column % 8% 10% 5% 9% 8% 7% 0% 8% 12% 
Row % 100% 8% 8% 35% 8% 10% 0% 15% 18% 
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Grants - Reasons for Not Applying - By Institution Type 
         
  
Which of the following factors influenced the decision not to apply?  (Select all that apply.) 
Total 
Not aware of 
appropriate 
funding sources 
Lack of staff 
time or 
expertise to 
complete 
application 
Additional project 
planning or 
preparation 
necessary before 
requesting grant 
funds 
Preservation/ 
conservation not 
an institutional 
priority 
Currently have 
sufficient sources 
of funding 
Have applied for 
grant(s) from 
external sources 
in the past but 
have been 
unsuccessful Other 
Institution Type                 
Sample Size 237 67 136 95 76 12 5 40 
Archives                 
Count 11 3 8 6 1 0 0 3 
Column % 5% 4% 6% 6% 1% 0% 0% 8% 
Row % 100% 27% 73% 55% 9% 0% 0% 27% 
Academic Libraries                 
Count 29 7 17 11 15 1 0 1 
Column % 12% 10% 13% 12% 20% 8% 0% 3% 
Row % 100% 24% 59% 38% 52% 3% 0% 3% 
Public Libraries                 
Count 89 21 49 33 38 3 1 15 
Column % 38% 31% 36% 35% 50% 25% 20% 38% 
Row % 100% 24% 55% 37% 43% 3% 1% 17% 
Special Libraries                 
Count 24 8 11 9 12 0 0 5 
Column % 10% 12% 8% 9% 16% 0% 0% 13% 
Row % 100% 33% 46% 38% 50% 0% 0% 21% 
Museums                 
Count 19 5 11 11 3 2 0 3 
Column % 8% 7% 8% 12% 4% 17% 0% 8% 
Row % 100% 26% 58% 58% 16% 11% 0% 16% 
Historic Sites                 
Count 7 1 0 1 1 3 0 2 
Column % 3% 1% 0% 1% 1% 25% 0% 5% 
Row % 100% 14% 0% 14% 14% 43% 0% 29% 
Historical Societies                 
Count 32 10 24 15 1 1 3 6 
Column % 14% 15% 18% 16% 1% 8% 60% 15% 
Row % 100% 31% 75% 47% 3% 3% 9% 19% 
Municipal Offices                 
Count 26 12 16 9 5 2 1 5 
Column % 11% 18% 12% 9% 7% 17% 20% 13% 
Row % 100% 46% 62% 35% 19% 8% 4% 19% 
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Staffing Levels - Full-Time Paid - By Institution Type 
          
 
Staff Size - FT Paid 
Total 0 1-2 3-5 6-10 11-20 21-50 More than 50 Don't know 
Institution Type          
Sample Size 498 129 115 98 51 50 32 16 7 
Archives          
Count 31 7 12 5 2 2 0 2 1 
Column % 6% 5% 10% 5% 4% 4% 0% 13% 14% 
Row % 100% 23% 39% 16% 6% 6% 0% 6% 3% 
Academic Libraries          
Count 56 1 5 16 11 10 8 3 2 
Column % 11% 4% 4% 16% 22% 20% 25% 19% 29% 
Row % 100% 2% 9% 29% 20% 18% 14% 5% 4% 
Public Libraries          
Count 160 17 39 43 28 21 9 3 0 
Column % 32% 13% 34% 44% 55% 42% 28% 19% 0% 
Row % 100% 11% 24% 27% 18% 13% 6% 2% 0% 
Special Libraries          
Count 37 6 18 4 0 3 5 0 1 
Column % 7% 5% 16% 4% 0% 6% 16% 0% 14% 
Row % 100% 16% 49% 11% 0% 8% 14% 0% 3% 
Museums          
Count 61 18 11 10 6 4 8 4 0 
Column % 12% 14% 10% 10% 12% 8% 25% 25% 0% 
Row % 100% 30% 18% 16% 10% 7% 13% 7% 0% 
Historic Sites          
Count 18 5 3 3 1 4 1 1 0 
Column % 4% 4% 3% 3% 2% 8% 3% 6% 0% 
Row % 100% 28% 17% 17% 6% 22% 6% 6% 0% 
Historical Societies          
Count 78 68 7 3 0 0 0 0 0 
Column % 16% 53% 6% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 87% 9% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Municipal Offices          
Count 57 7 20 14 3 6 1 3 3 
Column % 12% 5% 17% 14% 6% 12% 3% 19% 43% 
Row % 100% 12% 35% 25% 5% 11% 2% 5% 5% 
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Staffing Levels - Full-Time Volunteer - By Institution Type 
          
 
Staff Size - FT Volunteer 
Total 0 1-2 3-5 6-10 11-20 21-50 More than 50 Don't know 
Institution Type          
Sample Size 498 447 22 4 3 2 1 1 18 
Archives          
Count 31 26 0 2 0 0 0 1 2 
Column % 6% 6% 0% 50% 0% 0% 0% 100% 11% 
Row % 100% 84% 0% 6% 0% 0% 0% 3% 6% 
Academic Libraries          
Count 56 52 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Column % 11% 9% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 11% 
Row % 100% 93% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 
Public Libraries          
Count 160 152 3 0 1 1 1 0 2 
Column % 32% 34% 14% 0% 33% 50% 100% 0% 11% 
Row % 100% 95% 2% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 
Special Libraries          
Count 37 36 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Column % 7% 8% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 
Row % 100% 97% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 
Museums          
Count 61 50 6 1 0 0 0 0 4 
Column % 12% 11% 27% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 22% 
Row % 100% 82% 10% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 7% 
Historic Sites          
Count 18 16 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Column % 4% 4% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 
Row % 100% 89% 6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 
Historical Societies          
Count 78 66 8 1 1 1 0 0 1 
Column % 16% 15% 36% 25% 33% 50% 0% 0% 6% 
Row % 100% 85% 10% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 
Municipal Offices          
Count 57 49 2 0 1 0 0 0 5 
Column % 12% 11% 9% 0% 33% 0% 0% 0% 28% 
Row % 100% 86% 4% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 9% 
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Staffing Levels - Part-Time Paid - By Institution Type 
          
 
Staff Size - PT Paid 
Total 0 1-2 3-5 6-10 11-20 21-50 More than 50 Don't know 
Institution Type          
Sample Size 498 130 127 79 81 36 28 7 10 
Archives          
Count 31 13 9 3 4 0 0 1 1 
Column % 6% 10% 7% 4% 5% 0% 0% 14% 10% 
Row % 100% 42% 29% 10% 13% 0% 0% 3% 3% 
Academic Libraries          
Count 56 10 16 11 10 4 3 0 2 
Column % 11% 13% 13% 14% 12% 11% 11% 0% 20% 
Row % 100% 18% 29% 20% 18% 7% 5% 0% 4% 
Public Libraries          
Count 160 6 19 44 51 22 16 2 0 
Column % 32% 5% 15% 56% 63% 61% 57% 29% 0% 
Row % 100% 4% 12% 28% 32% 14% 10% 1% 0% 
Special Libraries          
Count 37 13 15 3 4 1 0 0 1 
Column % 7% 10% 12% 4% 5% 3% 0% 0% 10% 
Row % 100% 35% 41% 8% 11% 3% 0% 0% 3% 
Museums          
Count 61 9 22 8 7 4 7 4 0 
Column % 12% 7% 17% 10% 9% 11% 25% 57% 0% 
Row % 100% 15% 36% 13% 11% 7% 11% 7% 0% 
Historic Sites          
Count 18 5 2 0 3 5 2 0 1 
Column % 4% 4% 2% 0% 4% 14% 7% 0% 10% 
Row % 100% 28% 11% 0% 17% 28% 11% 0% 6% 
Historical Societies          
Count 78 50 25 3 0 0 0 0 0 
Column % 16% 38% 20% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 64% 32% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Municipal Offices          
Count 57 24 19 7 2 0 0 0 5 
Column % 12% 18% 15% 9% 2% 0% 0% 0% 50% 
Row % 100% 42% 33% 12% 4% 0% 0% 0% 9% 
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Staffing Levels - Part-Time Volunteer - By Institution Type 
          
 
Staff Size - PT Volunteer 
Total 0 1-2 3-5 6-10 11-20 21-50 More than 50 Don't know 
Institution Type          
Sample Size 498 143 72 67 66 49 51 34 16 
Archives          
Count 31 8 11 5 2 1 0 3 1 
Column % 6% 6% 15% 7% 3% 2% 0% 9% 6% 
Row % 100% 26% 35% 16% 6% 3% 0% 10% 3% 
Academic Libraries          
Count 56 41 12 1 0 0 0 0 2 
Column % 11% 29% 17% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 13% 
Row % 100% 73% 21% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 
Public Libraries          
Count 160 27 25 27 23 22 24 11 1 
Column % 32% 19% 35% 40% 35% 45% 47% 32% 6% 
Row % 100% 17% 16% 17% 14% 14% 15% 7% 1% 
Special Libraries          
Count 37 20 5 3 5 1 2 0 1 
Column % 7% 14% 7% 4% 8% 2% 4% 0% 6% 
Row % 100% 54% 14% 8% 14% 3% 5% 0% 3% 
Museums          
Count 61 3 8 7 9 7 15 10 2 
Column % 12% 2% 11% 10% 14% 14% 29% 29% 13% 
Row % 100% 5% 13% 11% 15% 11% 25% 16% 3% 
Historic Sites          
Count 18 2 1 2 5 1 4 2 1 
Column % 4% 1% 1% 3% 8% 2% 8% 6% 6% 
Row % 100% 11% 6% 11% 28% 6% 22% 11% 6% 
Historical Societies          
Count 78 6 3 17 19 17 5 8 3 
Column % 16% 4% 4% 25% 29% 35% 10% 24% 19% 
Row % 100% 8% 4% 22% 24% 22% 6% 10% 4% 
Municipal Offices          
Count 57 36 7 5 3 0 1 0 5 
Column % 12% 25% 10% 7% 5% 0% 2% 0% 31% 
Row % 100% 63% 12% 9% 5% 0% 2% 0% 9% 
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Staff Time Spent on Preservation Activities - Paid Staff - By Institution Type 
          
  
Please indicate the total amount of paid staff time spent on preservation/conservation activities in Full-Time Equivalents 
(FTE).  Include all paid staff who perform preservation/conservation activities, whether full-time, part-time, seasonal, 
work study, interns, etc. 
Total 
0 
FTE .1 to .5 FTE .6 to .9 FTE 1-2.5 FTE 2.6-5.5 FTE 5.6-10 FTE >10 FTE Don't know 
Institution Type                   
Sample Size 498 182 188 23 54 18 7 5 21 
Archives                   
Count 31 3 17 2 2 4 1 0 2 
Column % 6% 2% 9% 9% 4% 22% 14% 0% 10% 
Row % 100% 10% 55% 6% 6% 13% 3% 0% 6% 
Academic Libraries                   
Count 56 13 29 2 9 1 1 0 1 
Column % 11% 7% 15% 9% 17% 6% 14% 0% 5% 
Row % 100% 23% 52% 4% 16% 2% 2% 0% 2% 
Public Libraries                   
Count 160 57 76 9 12 1 1 0 4 
Column % 32% 31% 40% 39% 22% 6% 14% 0% 19% 
Row % 100% 36% 48% 6% 8% 1% 1% 0% 3% 
Special Libraries                   
Count 37 18 12 0 3 3 0 0 1 
Column % 7% 10% 6% 0% 6% 17% 0% 0% 5% 
Row % 100% 49% 32% 0% 8% 8% 0% 0% 3% 
Museums                   
Count 61 14 20 4 8 4 3 5 3 
Column % 12% 8% 11% 17% 15% 22% 43% 100% 14% 
Row % 100% 23% 33% 7% 13% 7% 5% 8% 5% 
Historic Sites                   
Count 18 4 4 3 5 1 0 0 1 
Column % 4% 2% 2% 13% 9% 6% 0% 0% 5% 
Row % 100% 22% 22% 17% 28% 6% 0% 0% 6% 
Historical Societies                   
Count 78 53 13 1 7 1 1 0 2 
Column % 16% 29% 7% 4% 13% 6% 14% 0% 10% 
Row % 100% 68% 17% 1% 9% 1% 1% 0% 3% 
Municipal Offices                   
Count 57 20 17 2 8 3 0 0 7 
Column % 11% 11% 9% 9% 15% 17% 0% 0% 33% 
Row % 100% 35% 30% 4% 14% 5% 0% 0% 12% 
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Staff Time Spent on Preservation Activities - Volunteers - By Institution Type 
          
  
Please indicate the total amount of volunteer time spent on preservation/conservation activities in Full-Time Equivalents 
(FTE).  Include all volunteers who perform preservation/conservation activities, whether full-time, part-time, seasonal, 
work study, interns, etc. 
Total 
0 
FTE .1 to .5 FTE .6 to .9 FTE 1-2.5 FTE 2.6-5.5 FTE 5.6-10 FTE >10 FTE Don't know 
Institution Type                   
Sample Size 498 263 119 26 36 13 7 6 28 
Archives                   
Count 31 14 9 1 1 2 2 0 2 
Column % 6% 5% 8% 4% 3% 15% 29% 0% 7% 
Row % 100% 45% 29% 3% 3% 6% 6% 0% 6% 
Academic Libraries                   
Count 56 49 4 1 1 0 0 0 1 
Column % 11% 19% 3% 4% 3% 0% 0% 0% 4% 
Row % 100% 88% 7% 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 2% 
Public Libraries                   
Count 160 99 45 2 7 2 0 1 4 
Column % 32% 38% 38% 8% 19% 15% 0% 17% 14% 
Row % 100% 62% 28% 1% 4% 1% 0% 1% 3% 
Special Libraries                   
Count 37 27 3 1 3 1 0 0 2 
Column % 7% 10% 3% 4% 8% 8% 0% 0% 7% 
Row % 100% 73% 8% 3% 8% 3% 0% 0% 5% 
Museums                   
Count 61 15 21 6 9 4 1 1 4 
Column % 12% 6% 18% 23% 25% 31% 14% 17% 14% 
Row % 100% 25% 34% 10% 15% 7% 2% 2% 7% 
Historic Sites                   
Count 18 8 3 3 4 0 0 0 0 
Column % 4% 3% 3% 12% 11% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 44% 17% 17% 22% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Historical Societies                   
Count 78 8 32 11 8 4 4 3 8 
Column % 16% 3% 27% 42% 22% 31% 57% 50% 29% 
Row % 100% 10% 41% 14% 10% 5% 5% 4% 10% 
Municipal Offices                   
Count 57 43 2 1 3 0 0 1 7 
Column % 11% 16% 2% 4% 8% 0% 0% 17% 25% 
Row % 100% 75% 4% 2% 5% 0% 0% 2% 12% 
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Number of Paid Staff Trained in Preservation/Conservation - By Institution Type 
           
  
Number of Paid Staff Trained in Preservation/Conservation 
Total 0 1 2-4 5-9 10-14 15-19 20-30 >30 Don't know 
Institution Type                     
Sample Size 505 285 113 75 8 2 1 1 1 12 
Archives                     
Count 31 15 6 8 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Column % 6% 5% 5% 11% 13% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 
Row % 100% 48% 19% 26% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 
Academic Libraries                     
Count 56 26 18 10 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Column % 11% 9% 16% 13% 13% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 
Row % 100% 46% 32% 18% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 
Public Libraries                     
Count 160 96 42 18 2 1 0 0 0 1 
Column % 32% 34% 37% 24% 25% 50% 0% 0% 0% 8% 
Row % 100% 60% 26% 11% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 
Special Libraries                     
Count 37 24 7 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Column % 7% 8% 6% 7% 13% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 65% 19% 14% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Museums                     
Count 61 24 12 17 3 1 1 1 1 1 
Column % 12% 8% 11% 23% 38% 50% 100% 100% 100% 8% 
Row % 100% 39% 20% 28% 5% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 
Historic Sites                     
Count 18 5 8 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Column % 4% 2% 7% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 
Row % 100% 28% 44% 22% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 
Historical Societies                     
Count 78 60 11 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Column % 16% 21% 10% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 77% 14% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Municipal Offices                     
Count 57 35 9 6 0 0 0 0 0 7 
Column % 12% 12% 8% 8% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 58% 
Row % 100% 61% 16% 11% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 12% 
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Number of Volunteers Trained in Preservation/Conservation - By Institution Type 
           
  
Number of Volunteers Trained in Preservation/Conservation 
Total 0 1 2-4 5-9 10-14 15-19 20-30 >30 Don't know 
Institution Type                     
Sample Size 505 366 60 21 5 0 0 0 0 26 
Archives                     
Count 31 19 6 4 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Column % 6% 5% 10% 19% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 
Row % 100% 61% 19% 13% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 
Academic Libraries                     
Count 56 51 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Column % 11% 14% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 
Row % 100% 91% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 
Public Libraries                     
Count 160 133 15 6 2 0 0 0 0 4 
Column % 32% 36% 25% 29% 40% 0% 0% 0% 0% 15% 
Row % 100% 83% 9% 4% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 
Special Libraries                     
Count 37 33 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Column % 7% 9% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 
Row % 100% 89% 8% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 
Museums                     
Count 61 38 10 6 2 0 0 0 0 5 
Column % 12% 10% 17% 29% 40% 0% 0% 0% 0% 19% 
Row % 100% 62% 16% 10% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 
Historic Sites                     
Count 18 11 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Column % 4% 3% 8% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 61% 28% 11% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Historical Societies                     
Count 78 36 18 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 
Column % 16% 10% 30% 0% 20% 0% 0% 0% 0% 12% 
Row % 100% 46% 23% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 
Municipal Offices                     
Count 57 45 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 9 
Column % 12% 12% 0% 14% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 35% 
Row % 100% 79% 0% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 16% 
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Storage Location of Circulating Collections - By Institution Type 
         
  
Where is your circulating collection housed?  (Select all that apply.) 
Total Attic Basement Closet Open stacks area Closed stacks area Off-site Other 
Institution Type                 
Sample Size 253 5 33 8 240 64 14 7 
Archives                 
Count 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Column % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 
Academic Libraries                 
Count 54 0 4 0 53 14 9 1 
Column % 21% 0% 12% 0% 22% 22% 64% 14% 
Row % 100% 0% 7% 0% 98% 26% 17% 2% 
Public Libraries                 
Count 159 5 24 7 155 36 2 5 
Column % 63% 100% 73% 88% 65% 56% 14% 71% 
Row % 100% 3% 15% 4% 97% 23% 1% 3% 
Special Libraries                 
Count 28 0 5 0 23 11 3 1 
Column % 11% 0% 15% 0% 10% 17% 21% 14% 
Row % 100% 0% 18% 0% 82% 39% 11% 4% 
Museums                 
Count 4 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 
Column % 2% 0% 0% 0% 2% 2% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 0% 100% 25% 0% 0% 
Historic Sites                 
Count 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Column % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 
Historical Societies                 
Count 3 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 
Column % 1% 0% 0% 13% 1% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 33% 67% 0% 0% 0% 
Municipal Offices                 
Count 3 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 
Column % 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 0% 0% 
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Storage Location of Permanent Collections - By Institution Type 
          
  
Where do you store materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity?  (Select all that apply.) 
Total Basement Attic Closet Open storage area  Closed storage area  
Private 
home 
Off-site (other than 
private home) Other 
Institution Type                   
Sample Size 473 121 63 77 177 346 8 56 83 
Archives                   
Count 31 8 3 2 6 26 1 6 5 
Column % 7% 7% 5% 3% 3% 8% 13% 11% 6% 
Row % 100% 26% 10% 6% 19% 84% 3% 19% 16% 
Academic Libraries                   
Count 51 8 1 2 20 40 0 11 5 
Column % 11% 7% 2% 3% 11% 12% 0% 20% 6% 
Row % 100% 16% 2% 4% 39% 78% 0% 22% 10% 
Public Libraries                   
Count 147 25 9 15 67 94 0 4 26 
Column % 31% 21% 14% 19% 38% 27% 0% 7% 31% 
Row % 100% 17% 6% 10% 46% 64% 0% 3% 18% 
Special Libraries                   
Count 33 10 1 1 16 21 0 6 2 
Column % 7% 8% 2% 1% 9% 6% 0% 11% 2% 
Row % 100% 30% 3% 3% 48% 64% 0% 18% 6% 
Museums                   
Count 59 20 16 17 13 52 2 14 8 
Column % 12% 17% 25% 22% 7% 15% 25% 25% 10% 
Row % 100% 34% 27% 29% 22% 88% 3% 24% 14% 
Historic Sites                   
Count 18 5 5 7 4 15 1 2 2 
Column % 4% 4% 8% 9% 2% 4% 13% 4% 2% 
Row % 100% 28% 28% 39% 22% 83% 6% 11% 11% 
Historical Societies                   
Count 78 25 22 27 43 63 4 10 12 
Column % 16% 21% 35% 35% 24% 18% 50% 18% 14% 
Row % 100% 32% 28% 35% 55% 81% 5% 13% 15% 
Municipal Offices                   
Count 56 20 6 6 8 35 0 3 23 
Column % 12% 17% 10% 8% 5% 10% 0% 5% 28% 
Row % 100% 36% 11% 11% 14% 63% 0% 5% 41% 
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Theft and Vandalism of Circulating Collections - By Institution Type 
     
  
In the past five years, have any materials from your 
circulating collection been stolen or vandalized? 
(Select one.) 
Total Yes No Don't know 
Institution Type         
Sample Size 252 189 35 28 
Archives         
Count 1 0 0 1 
Column % 0% 0% 0% 4% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 100% 
Academic Libraries         
Count 54 44 6 4 
Column % 21% 23% 17% 14% 
Row % 100% 81% 11% 7% 
Public Libraries         
Count 158 126 15 17 
Column % 63% 67% 43% 61% 
Row % 100% 80% 9% 11% 
Special Libraries         
Count 28 17 9 2 
Column % 11% 9% 26% 7% 
Row % 100% 61% 32% 7% 
Museums         
Count 4 0 3 1 
Column % 2% 0% 9% 4% 
Row % 100% 0% 75% 25% 
Historic Sites         
Count 1 0 1 0 
Column % 0% 0% 3% 0% 
Row % 100% 0% 100% 0% 
Historical Societies         
Count 3 2 1 0 
Column % 1% 1% 3% 0% 
Row % 100% 67% 33% 0% 
Municipal Offices         
Count 3 0 0 3 
Column % 1% 0% 0% 11% 
  Row % 100% 0% 0% 100% 
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Theft and Vandalism of Permanent Collections - By Institution Type 
     
  
In the past five years, have any of the materials that 
you plan to maintain in perpetuity been stolen or 
vandalized? (Select one.) 
Total Yes No Don't know 
Institution Type         
Sample Size 473 74 314 85 
Archives         
Count 31 1 27 3 
Column % 7% 1% 9% 4% 
Row % 100% 3% 87% 10% 
Academic Libraries         
Count 51 13 26 12 
Column % 11% 18% 8% 14% 
Row % 100% 25% 51% 24% 
Public Libraries         
Count 147 37 70 40 
Column % 31% 50% 22% 47% 
Row % 100% 25% 48% 27% 
Special Libraries         
Count 33 3 20 10 
Column % 7% 4% 6% 12% 
Row % 100% 9% 61% 30% 
Museums         
Count 59 10 46 3 
Column % 12% 14% 15% 4% 
Row % 100% 17% 78% 5% 
Historic Sites         
Count 18 2 15 1 
Column % 4% 3% 5% 1% 
Row % 100% 11% 83% 6% 
Historical Societies         
Count 78 7 61 10 
Column % 16% 9% 19% 12% 
Row % 100% 9% 78% 13% 
Municipal Offices         
Count 56 1 49 6 
Column % 12% 1% 16% 7% 
Row % 100% 2% 88% 11% 
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Paper-Based Holdings – By Institution Type (part 1 of 2) 
 
  
Institution Type 
Total Archives 
Academic 
Libraries 
Public 
Libraries 
Special 
Libraries Museums 
Historic 
Sites 
Historical 
Societies 
Municipal 
Offices 
Please indicate the types of paper-based materials held 
by your institution.  (Select all that apply.)                   
Sample Size 491 31 56 157 37 58 17 78 57 
Books                   
Count 481 30 55 157 37 58 17 76 51 
Column % 98% 97% 98% 100% 100% 100% 100% 97% 89% 
Row % 100% 6% 11% 33% 8% 12% 4% 16% 11% 
Journals                   
Count 334 25 49 94 33 40 11 62 20 
Column % 68% 81% 88% 60% 89% 69% 65% 79% 35% 
Row % 100% 7% 15% 28% 10% 12% 3% 19% 6% 
Newspapers                   
Count 366 25 48 134 22 44 11 72 10 
Column % 75% 81% 86% 85% 59% 76% 65% 92% 18% 
Row % 100% 7% 13% 37% 6% 12% 3% 20% 3% 
Pamphlets                   
Count 328 26 39 105 22 44 14 65 13 
Column % 67% 84% 70% 67% 59% 76% 82% 83% 23% 
Row % 100% 8% 12% 32% 7% 13% 4% 20% 4% 
Scrapbooks                   
Count 313 28 32 102 15 45 14 71 6 
Column % 64% 90% 57% 65% 41% 78% 82% 91% 11% 
Row % 100% 9% 10% 33% 5% 14% 4% 23% 2% 
Documents                   
Count 437 31 45 130 27 55 15 78 56 
Column % 89% 100% 80% 83% 73% 95% 88% 100% 98% 
Row % 100% 7% 10% 30% 6% 13% 3% 18% 13% 
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Paper-Based Holdings – By Institution Type (part 2 of 2) 
 
  
Institution Type 
Total Archives 
Academic 
Libraries 
Public 
Libraries 
Special 
Libraries Museums 
Historic 
Sites 
Historical 
Societies 
Municipal 
Offices 
Please indicate the types of paper-based materials held 
by your institution.  (Select all that apply.)                   
Sample Size 491 31 56 157 37 58 17 78 57 
Maps                   
Count 378 26 33 135 14 42 12 76 40 
Column % 77% 84% 59% 86% 38% 72% 71% 97% 70% 
Row % 100% 7% 9% 36% 4% 11% 3% 20% 11% 
Architectural records                   
Count 250 26 24 76 14 32 14 48 16 
Column % 51% 84% 43% 48% 38% 55% 82% 62% 28% 
Row % 100% 10% 10% 30% 6% 13% 6% 19% 6% 
Ephemera                   
Count 304 25 37 96 21 43 11 62 9 
Column % 62% 81% 66% 61% 57% 74% 65% 79% 16% 
Row % 100% 8% 12% 32% 7% 14% 4% 20% 3% 
Stamps                   
Count 51 5 5 10 1 13 2 14 1 
Column % 10% 16% 9% 6% 3% 22% 12% 18% 2% 
Row % 100% 10% 10% 20% 2% 25% 4% 27% 2% 
Paper currency                   
Count 84 6 4 20 4 18 2 30 0 
Column % 17% 19% 7% 13% 11% 31% 12% 38% 0% 
Row % 100% 7% 5% 24% 5% 21% 2% 36% 0% 
Other                   
Count 43 2 8 6 2 12 1 7 5 
Column % 9% 6% 14% 4% 5% 21% 6% 9% 9% 
Row % 100% 5% 19% 14% 5% 28% 2% 16% 12% 
 
  
Massachusetts Connecting to Collections Statewide Preservation Survey 
Final Report:  Appendix I—Raw Data by Institution Type 
March 28, 2011  
161 
 
Photographic Holdings – By Institution Type (part 1 of 2) 
 
  
Institution Type 
Total Archives 
Academic 
Libraries 
Public 
Libraries 
Special 
Libraries Museums 
Historic 
Sites 
Historical 
Societies 
Municipal 
Offices 
Please indicate the types of photographic materials held 
by your institution.  (Select all that apply.)                   
Sample Size 408 30 48 127 22 58 16 78 29 
Microfilm                   
Count 205 20 34 82 12 19 6 16 16 
Column % 50% 67% 71% 65% 55% 33% 38% 21% 55% 
Row % 100% 10% 17% 40% 6% 9% 3% 8% 8% 
Microfiche                   
Count 146 14 25 48 14 13 3 13 16 
Column % 36% 47% 52% 38% 64% 22% 19% 17% 55% 
Row % 100% 10% 17% 33% 10% 9% 2% 9% 11% 
Black & white prints                   
Count 366 29 43 111 17 58 16 76 16 
Column % 90% 97% 90% 87% 77% 100% 100% 97% 55% 
Row % 100% 8% 12% 30% 5% 16% 4% 21% 4% 
Color prints                   
Count 303 26 39 85 15 51 11 69 7 
Column % 74% 87% 81% 67% 68% 88% 69% 88% 24% 
Row % 100% 9% 13% 28% 5% 17% 4% 23% 2% 
Black & white negatives                   
Count 232 25 31 47 15 41 14 56 3 
Column % 57% 83% 65% 37% 68% 71% 88% 72% 10% 
Row % 100% 11% 13% 20% 6% 18% 6% 24% 1% 
Color negatives                   
Count 181 20 26 30 12 32 12 49 0 
Column % 44% 67% 54% 24% 55% 55% 75% 63% 0% 
Row % 100% 11% 14% 17% 7% 18% 7% 27% 0% 
Slides/transparencies                   
Count 252 25 36 53 13 45 14 62 4 
Column % 62% 83% 75% 42% 59% 78% 88% 79% 14% 
Row % 100% 10% 14% 21% 5% 18% 6% 25% 2% 
Daguerreotypes                   
Count 153 8 15 26 7 33 8 54 2 
Column % 38% 27% 31% 20% 32% 57% 50% 69% 7% 
Row % 100% 5% 10% 17% 5% 22% 5% 35% 1% 
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Photographic Holdings – By Institution Type (part 2 of 2) 
 
  
Institution Type 
Total Archives 
Academic 
Libraries 
Public 
Libraries 
Special 
Libraries Museums 
Historic 
Sites 
Historical 
Societies 
Municipal 
Offices 
Please indicate the types of photographic materials held 
by your institution.  (Select all that apply.)                   
Sample Size 408 30 48 127 22 58 16 78 29 
Ambrotypes                   
Count 90 8 6 11 6 19 2 38 0 
Column % 22% 27% 13% 9% 27% 33% 13% 49% 0% 
Row % 100% 9% 7% 12% 7% 21% 2% 42% 0% 
Tintypes                   
Count 122 7 10 16 5 29 3 52 0 
Column % 30% 23% 21% 13% 23% 50% 19% 67% 0% 
Row % 100% 6% 8% 13% 4% 24% 2% 43% 0% 
Glass plate negatives                   
Count 196 20 16 39 12 34 8 64 3 
Column % 48% 67% 33% 31% 55% 59% 50% 82% 10% 
Row % 100% 10% 8% 20% 6% 17% 4% 33% 2% 
Lantern slides                   
Count 113 14 11 15 9 25 3 35 1 
Column % 28% 47% 23% 12% 41% 43% 19% 45% 3% 
Row % 100% 12% 10% 13% 8% 22% 3% 31% 1% 
Acetate film                   
Count 99 13 20 17 6 15 2 24 2 
Column % 24% 43% 42% 13% 27% 26% 13% 31% 7% 
Row % 100% 13% 20% 17% 6% 15% 2% 24% 2% 
Nitrate film                   
Count 40 4 3 5 4 11 1 12 0 
Column % 10% 13% 6% 4% 18% 19% 6% 15% 0% 
Row % 100% 10% 8% 13% 10% 28% 3% 30% 0% 
Other                   
Count 19 0 6 4 1 3 1 2 2 
Column % 5% 0% 13% 3% 5% 5% 6% 3% 7% 
Row % 100% 0% 32% 21% 5% 16% 5% 11% 11% 
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Digital Materials & Electronic Records – By Institution Type (part 1 of 2) 
 
  
Institution Type 
Total Archives 
Academic 
Libraries 
Public 
Libraries 
Special 
Libraries Museums 
Historic 
Sites 
Historical 
Societies 
Municipal 
Offices 
Please indicate the types of digital materials and/or 
electronic records held by your institution. (Select all 
that apply.)                   
Sample Size 388 29 51 110 31 51 12 68 36 
Floppy disc                   
Count 150 17 22 29 13 22 4 22 21 
Column % 39% 59% 43% 26% 42% 43% 33% 32% 58% 
Row % 100% 11% 15% 19% 9% 15% 3% 15% 14% 
Laser disc                   
Count 18 2 6 3 0 6 0 0 1 
Column % 5% 7% 12% 3% 0% 12% 0% 0% 3% 
Row % 100% 11% 33% 17% 0% 33% 0% 0% 6% 
Minidisk                   
Count 18 2 6 4 2 3 0 1 0 
Column % 5% 7% 12% 4% 6% 6% 0% 1% 0% 
Row % 100% 11% 33% 22% 11% 17% 0% 6% 0% 
CD                   
Count 319 27 47 90 27 39 11 48 30 
Column % 82% 93% 92% 82% 87% 76% 92% 71% 83% 
Row % 100% 8% 15% 28% 8% 12% 3% 15% 9% 
CD-R                   
Count 146 14 27 28 14 23 2 27 11 
Column % 38% 48% 53% 25% 45% 45% 17% 40% 31% 
Row % 100% 10% 18% 19% 10% 16% 1% 18% 8% 
DVD                   
Count 283 23 49 93 21 35 5 45 12 
Column % 73% 79% 96% 85% 68% 69% 42% 66% 33% 
Row % 100% 8% 17% 33% 7% 12% 2% 16% 4% 
DVD-R                   
Count 101 10 19 20 7 18 1 20 6 
Column % 26% 34% 37% 18% 23% 35% 8% 29% 17% 
Row % 100% 10% 19% 20% 7% 18% 1% 20% 6% 
DAT                   
Count 19 3 10 1 3 2 0 0 0 
Column % 5% 10% 20% 1% 10% 4% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 16% 53% 5% 16% 11% 0% 0% 0% 
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Digital Materials & Electronic Records – By Institution Type (part 2 of 2) 
 
  
Institution Type 
Total Archives 
Academic 
Libraries 
Public 
Libraries 
Special 
Libraries Museums 
Historic 
Sites 
Historical 
Societies 
Municipal 
Offices 
Please indicate the types of digital materials and/or 
electronic records held by your institution. (Select all 
that apply.)                   
Sample Size 388 29 51 110 31 51 12 68 36 
Data tape                   
Count 30 4 7 1 3 7 0 5 3 
Column % 8% 14% 14% 1% 10% 14% 0% 7% 8% 
Row % 100% 13% 23% 3% 10% 23% 0% 17% 10% 
Digital photographs                   
Count 237 24 30 59 15 43 9 51 6 
Column % 61% 83% 59% 54% 48% 84% 75% 75% 17% 
Row % 100% 10% 13% 25% 6% 18% 4% 22% 3% 
Scanned documents                   
Count 248 25 33 57 16 37 7 48 25 
Column % 64% 86% 65% 52% 52% 73% 58% 71% 69% 
Row % 100% 10% 13% 23% 6% 15% 3% 19% 10% 
Digital moving images                   
Count 92 14 19 15 8 19 0 15 2 
Column % 24% 48% 37% 14% 26% 37% 0% 22% 6% 
Row % 100% 15% 21% 16% 9% 21% 0% 16% 2% 
Digital sound recordings                   
Count 112 14 27 25 10 16 3 15 2 
Column % 29% 48% 53% 23% 32% 31% 25% 22% 6% 
Row % 100% 13% 24% 22% 9% 14% 3% 13% 2% 
Databases                   
Count 216 18 38 55 22 32 9 30 12 
Column % 56% 62% 75% 50% 71% 63% 75% 44% 33% 
Row % 100% 8% 18% 25% 10% 15% 4% 14% 6% 
Electronic data files                   
Count 171 15 26 30 15 30 7 30 18 
Column % 44% 52% 51% 27% 48% 59% 58% 44% 50% 
Row % 100% 9% 15% 18% 9% 18% 4% 18% 11% 
Other                   
Count 9 0 1 3 1 0 0 3 1 
Column % 2% 0% 2% 3% 3% 0% 0% 4% 3% 
Row % 100% 0% 11% 33% 11% 0% 0% 33% 11% 
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Moving Image & Recorded Sound Holdings – By Institution Type 
 
  
Institution Type 
Total Archives 
Academic 
Libraries 
Public 
Libraries 
Special 
Libraries Museums 
Historic 
Sites 
Historical 
Societies 
Municipal 
Offices 
Please indicate the types of moving image and/or 
recorded sound materials held by your institution. 
(Select all that apply.)                   
Sample Size 328 29 49 92 23 43 9 64 19 
Motion picture film                   
Count 131 16 23 27 10 24 3 26 2 
Column % 40% 55% 47% 29% 43% 56% 33% 41% 11% 
Row % 100% 12% 18% 21% 8% 18% 2% 20% 2% 
Video cassette                   
Count 286 24 48 79 20 37 7 59 12 
Column % 87% 83% 98% 86% 87% 86% 78% 92% 63% 
Row % 100% 8% 17% 28% 7% 13% 2% 21% 4% 
Cylinder                   
Count 24 2 3 2 2 7 1 6 1 
Column % 7% 7% 6% 2% 9% 16% 11% 9% 5% 
Row % 100% 8% 13% 8% 8% 29% 4% 25% 4% 
Phonodisc                   
Count 51 5 20 13 5 3 0 5 0 
Column % 16% 17% 41% 14% 22% 7% 0% 8% 0% 
Row % 100% 10% 39% 25% 10% 6% 0% 10% 0% 
Audio cassette                   
Count 267 27 41 75 19 32 7 50 16 
Column % 81% 93% 84% 82% 83% 74% 78% 78% 84% 
Row % 100% 10% 15% 28% 7% 12% 3% 19% 6% 
Open reel tape                   
Count 114 16 23 20 8 16 2 22 7 
Column % 35% 55% 47% 22% 35% 37% 22% 34% 37% 
Row % 100% 14% 20% 18% 7% 14% 2% 19% 6% 
Other                   
Count 30 3 9 5 3 3 1 6 0 
Column % 9% 10% 18% 5% 13% 7% 11% 9% 0% 
Row % 100% 10% 30% 17% 10% 10% 3% 20% 0% 
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Art Object Holdings – By Institution Type (part 1 of 2) 
 
  
Institution Type 
Total Archives 
Academic 
Libraries 
Public 
Libraries 
Special 
Libraries Museums 
Historic 
Sites 
Historical 
Societies 
Municipal 
Offices 
Please indicate the types of art objects held by your 
institution. (Select all that apply.)                   
Sample Size 373 26 42 125 18 54 16 74 18 
Stone                   
Count 93 3 11 11 6 30 6 24 2 
Column % 25% 12% 26% 9% 33% 56% 38% 32% 11% 
Row % 100% 3% 12% 12% 6% 32% 6% 26% 2% 
Ceramics                   
Count 173 9 21 33 6 38 12 53 1 
Column % 46% 35% 50% 26% 33% 70% 75% 72% 6% 
Row % 100% 5% 12% 19% 3% 22% 7% 31% 1% 
Metal                   
Count 161 8 21 35 7 39 11 38 2 
Column % 43% 31% 50% 28% 39% 72% 69% 51% 11% 
Row % 100% 5% 13% 22% 4% 24% 7% 24% 1% 
Glass                   
Count 131 5 16 21 5 33 11 40 0 
Column % 35% 19% 38% 17% 28% 61% 69% 54% 0% 
Row % 100% 4% 12% 16% 4% 25% 8% 31% 0% 
Synthetic materials                   
Count 54 3 7 4 2 25 3 10 0 
Column % 14% 12% 17% 3% 11% 46% 19% 14% 0% 
Row % 100% 6% 13% 7% 4% 46% 6% 19% 0% 
Sculpture                   
Count 182 7 25 59 12 33 12 30 4 
Column % 49% 27% 60% 47% 67% 61% 75% 41% 22% 
Row % 100% 4% 14% 32% 7% 18% 7% 16% 2% 
Textiles                   
Count 190 15 24 30 9 37 14 58 3 
Column % 51% 58% 57% 24% 50% 69% 88% 78% 17% 
Row % 100% 8% 13% 16% 5% 19% 7% 31% 2% 
 
  
Massachusetts Connecting to Collections Statewide Preservation Survey 
Final Report:  Appendix I—Raw Data by Institution Type 
March 28, 2011  
167 
Art Object Holdings – By Institution Type (part 2 of 2) 
 
  
Institution Type 
Total Archives 
Academic 
Libraries 
Public 
Libraries 
Special 
Libraries Museums 
Historic 
Sites 
Historical 
Societies 
Municipal 
Offices 
Please indicate the types of art objects held by your 
institution. (Select all that apply.)                   
Sample Size 373 26 42 125 18 54 16 74 18 
Prints                   
Count 237 19 31 60 11 46 12 51 7 
Column % 64% 73% 74% 48% 61% 85% 75% 69% 39% 
Row % 100% 8% 13% 25% 5% 19% 5% 22% 3% 
Drawings                   
Count 234 23 29 49 12 46 14 58 3 
Column % 63% 88% 69% 39% 67% 85% 88% 78% 17% 
Row % 100% 10% 12% 21% 5% 20% 6% 25% 1% 
Photographs                   
Count 264 21 33 71 13 44 13 60 9 
Column % 71% 81% 79% 57% 72% 81% 81% 81% 50% 
Row % 100% 8% 13% 27% 5% 17% 5% 23% 3% 
Fiber                   
Count 101 5 13 13 3 28 6 30 3 
Column % 27% 19% 31% 10% 17% 52% 38% 41% 17% 
Row % 100% 5% 13% 13% 3% 28% 6% 30% 3% 
Paintings                   
Count 347 20 40 121 16 51 14 71 14 
Column % 93% 77% 95% 97% 89% 94% 88% 96% 78% 
Row % 100% 6% 12% 35% 5% 15% 4% 20% 4% 
Posters                   
Count 182 20 29 38 10 38 5 42 0 
Column % 49% 77% 69% 30% 56% 70% 31% 57% 0% 
Row % 100% 11% 16% 21% 5% 21% 3% 23% 0% 
Other                   
Count 34 2 2 15 1 6 1 3 4 
Column % 9% 8% 5% 12% 6% 11% 6% 4% 22% 
Row % 100% 6% 6% 44% 3% 18% 3% 9% 12% 
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Archaeological, Ethnographic & Historic Object Holdings – By Institution Type (part 1 of 2) 
 
  
Institution Type 
Total Archives 
Academic 
Libraries 
Public 
Libraries 
Special 
Libraries Museums 
Historic 
Sites 
Historical 
Societies 
Municipal 
Offices 
Please indicate the types of archaeological, ethnographic, and/or 
historic objects held by your institution. (Select all that apply.)                   
Sample Size 294 15 30 71 14 52 18 75 19 
Textiles                   
Count 180 7 17 28 7 42 16 61 2 
Column % 61% 47% 57% 39% 50% 81% 89% 81% 11% 
Row % 100% 4% 9% 16% 4% 23% 9% 34% 1% 
Ceramics                   
Count 141 4 13 15 5 38 15 50 1 
Column % 48% 27% 43% 21% 36% 73% 83% 67% 5% 
Row % 100% 3% 9% 11% 4% 27% 11% 35% 1% 
Glass                   
Count 141 5 7 19 6 40 16 48 0 
Column % 48% 33% 23% 27% 43% 77% 89% 64% 0% 
Row % 100% 4% 5% 13% 4% 28% 11% 34% 0% 
Metalwork                   
Count 117 4 10 23 4 36 10 29 1 
Column % 40% 27% 33% 32% 29% 69% 56% 39% 5% 
Row % 100% 3% 9% 20% 3% 31% 9% 25% 1% 
Furniture                   
Count 195 2 14 42 10 39 17 65 6 
Column % 66% 13% 47% 59% 71% 75% 94% 87% 32% 
Row % 100% 1% 7% 22% 5% 20% 9% 33% 3% 
Technological artifacts                   
Count 95 6 12 12 1 27 9 28 0 
Column % 32% 40% 40% 17% 7% 52% 50% 37% 0% 
Row % 100% 6% 13% 13% 1% 28% 9% 29% 0% 
Agricultural artifacts                   
Count 99 3 1 8 1 26 10 49 1 
Column % 34% 20% 3% 11% 7% 50% 56% 65% 5% 
Row % 100% 3% 1% 8% 1% 26% 10% 49% 1% 
Medical artifacts                   
Count 76 4 6 9 6 16 1 34 0 
Column % 26% 27% 20% 13% 43% 31% 6% 45% 0% 
Row % 100% 5% 8% 12% 8% 21% 1% 45% 0% 
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Archaeological, Ethnographic & Historic Object Holdings – By Institution Type (part 2 of 2) 
 
  
Institution Type 
Total Archives 
Academic 
Libraries 
Public 
Libraries 
Special 
Libraries Museums 
Historic 
Sites 
Historical 
Societies 
Municipal 
Offices 
Please indicate the types of archaeological, ethnographic, and/or 
historic objects held by your institution. (Select all that apply.)                   
Sample Size 294 15 30 71 14 52 18 75 19 
Scientific artifacts                   
Count 69 3 7 6 6 24 1 22 0 
Column % 23% 20% 23% 8% 43% 46% 6% 29% 0% 
Row % 100% 4% 10% 9% 9% 35% 1% 32% 0% 
Transportation vehicles                   
Count 50 2 0 2 1 18 3 24 0 
Column % 17% 13% 0% 3% 7% 35% 17% 32% 0% 
Row % 100% 4% 0% 4% 2% 36% 6% 48% 0% 
Stone                   
Count 126 4 9 19 4 32 9 47 2 
Column % 43% 27% 30% 27% 29% 62% 50% 63% 11% 
Row % 100% 3% 7% 15% 3% 25% 7% 37% 2% 
Fiber                   
Count 96 2 7 19 2 28 7 31 0 
Column % 33% 13% 23% 27% 14% 54% 39% 41% 0% 
Row % 100% 2% 7% 20% 2% 29% 7% 32% 0% 
Bone                   
Count 63 2 3 2 4 22 9 20 1 
Column % 21% 13% 10% 3% 29% 42% 50% 27% 5% 
Row % 100% 3% 5% 3% 6% 35% 14% 32% 2% 
Ivory                   
Count 64 1 4 5 3 22 5 23 1 
Column % 22% 7% 13% 7% 21% 42% 28% 31% 5% 
Row % 100% 2% 6% 8% 5% 34% 8% 36% 2% 
Musical instruments                   
Count 93 4 4 9 2 25 9 40 0 
Column % 32% 27% 13% 13% 14% 48% 50% 53% 0% 
Row % 100% 4% 4% 10% 2% 27% 10% 43% 0% 
Firearms                   
Count 114 5 4 16 4 29 10 43 3 
Column % 39% 33% 13% 23% 29% 56% 56% 57% 16% 
Row % 100% 4% 4% 14% 4% 25% 9% 38% 3% 
Other                   
Count 56 3 6 23 0 7 2 6 9 
Column % 19% 20% 20% 32% 0% 13% 11% 8% 47% 
Row % 100% 5% 11% 41% 0% 13% 4% 11% 16% 
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Natural Science Specimen Holdings  - By Institution Type 
 
  
Institution Type 
Total Archives 
Academic 
Libraries 
Public 
Libraries 
Special 
Libraries Museums 
Historic 
Sites 
Historical 
Societies 
Municipal 
Offices 
Please indicate the types of natural science specimens 
held by your institution. (Select all that apply.)                   
Sample Size 95 4 9 24 8 19 4 27  -  
Zoological                   
Count 30 1 1 8 5 10 1 4  -  
Column % 32% 25% 11% 33% 63% 53% 25% 15%  -  
Row % 100% 3% 3% 27% 17% 33% 3% 13% 0% 
Botanical                   
Count 42 3 5 4 4 13 3 10  -  
Column % 44% 75% 56% 17% 50% 68% 75% 37%  -  
Row % 100% 7% 12% 10% 10% 31% 7% 24% 0% 
Geological                   
Count 51 3 2 15 2 15 1 13  -  
Column % 54% 75% 22% 63% 25% 79% 25% 48%  -  
Row % 100% 6% 4% 29% 4% 29% 2% 25% 0% 
Paleontological                   
Count 14 0 1 2 0 8 0 3  -  
Column % 15% 0% 11% 8% 0% 42% 0% 11%  -  
Row % 100% 0% 7% 14% 0% 57% 0% 21% 0% 
Paleobotany                   
Count 8 0 1 0 1 6 0 0  -  
Column % 8% 0% 11% 0% 13% 32% 0% 0%  -  
Row % 100% 0% 13% 0% 13% 75% 0% 0% 0% 
Dioramas                   
Count 11 0 1 0 1 6 1 2  -  
Column % 12% 0% 11% 0% 13% 32% 25% 7%  -  
Row % 100% 0% 9% 0% 9% 55% 9% 18% 0% 
Taxidermy                   
Count 39 3 3 8 3 13 0 9  -  
Column % 41% 75% 33% 33% 38% 68% 0% 33%  -  
Row % 100% 8% 8% 21% 8% 33% 0% 23% 0% 
Other                   
Count 11 0 2 3 1 0 1 4  -  
Column % 12% 0% 22% 13% 13% 0% 25% 15%  -  
Row % 100% 0% 18% 27% 9% 0% 9% 36% 0% 
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Number of Buildings Housing Collections – By Institution Type 
 
 
Total Archives 
Academic 
Libraries 
Public 
Libraries 
Special 
Libraries Museums 
Historic 
Sites 
Historical 
Societies 
Municipal 
Offices 
Are your collections stored in more than one 
building? (Select one.)                   
Sample Size 496 31 56 159 37 61 18 78 56 
Yes                   
Count 188 13 24 24 15 37 14 41 20 
Column % 38% 42% 43% 15% 41% 61% 78% 53% 36% 
Row % 100% 7% 13% 13% 8% 20% 7% 22% 11% 
No                   
Count 305 18 32 135 22 24 4 36 34 
Column % 61% 58% 57% 85% 59% 39% 22% 46% 61% 
Row % 100% 6% 10% 44% 7% 8% 1% 12% 11% 
Don't know                   
Count 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 
Column % 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 4% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 
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Maintenance Routine for Respondents with One Building Housing Collections - By Institution Type 
 
  
How would you characterize the maintenance routine for the building that houses your collections? (Select one.) 
Total Nominal Preventive Proactive Don't know 
Institution Type           
Sample Size 309 110 141 40 18 
Archives           
Count 18 6 8 2 2 
Column % 6% 5% 6% 5% 11% 
Row % 100% 33% 44% 11% 11% 
Academic Libraries           
Count 32 5 18 2 7 
Column % 10% 5% 13% 5% 39% 
Row % 100% 16% 56% 6% 22% 
Public Libraries           
Count 135 48 65 21 1 
Column % 44% 44% 46% 53% 6% 
Row % 100% 36% 48% 16% 1% 
Special Libraries           
Count 22 9 10 0 3 
Column % 7% 8% 7% 0% 17% 
Row % 100% 41% 45% 0% 14% 
Museums           
Count 24 6 13 5 0 
Column % 8% 5% 9% 13% 0% 
Row % 100% 25% 54% 21% 0% 
Historic Sites           
Count 4 0 3 1 0 
Column % 1% 0% 2% 3% 0% 
Row % 100% 0% 75% 25% 0% 
Historical Societies           
Count 38 16 15 5 2 
Column % 12% 15% 11% 13% 11% 
Row % 100% 42% 39% 13% 5% 
Municipal Offices           
Count 36 20 9 4 3 
Column % 12% 18% 6% 10% 17% 
Row % 100% 56% 25% 11% 8% 
 
Nominal: Little is done until there is a major need. 
Preventive: Routine items are done on a calendar basis to ensure general upkeep (e.g., clean gutters, minor roof repairs, general housekeeping) to basically retard deterioration of the facility. 
Proactive: a list of maintenance needs is compiled annually, incorporated into the institution's budget, and resolved. 
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Maintenance Routine for Respondents with Multiple Buildings Housing Collections - By Institution Type 
 
  
How would you characterize the maintenance routine for the buildings that house your collections? (Select one.) 
Total Nominal Preventive Proactive Don't know 
Institution Type           
Sample Size 189 50 90 40 9 
Archives           
Count 13 3 7 1 2 
Column % 7% 6% 8% 3% 22% 
Row % 100% 23% 54% 8% 15% 
Academic Libraries           
Count 24 7 11 5 1 
Column % 13% 14% 12% 13% 11% 
Row % 100% 29% 46% 21% 4% 
Public Libraries           
Count 24 6 9 8 1 
Column % 13% 12% 10% 20% 11% 
Row % 100% 25% 38% 33% 4% 
Special Libraries           
Count 15 0 13 2 0 
Column % 8% 0% 14% 5% 0% 
Row % 100% 0% 87% 13% 0% 
Museums           
Count 37 8 17 12 0 
Column % 20% 16% 19% 30% 0% 
Row % 100% 22% 46% 32% 0% 
Historic Sites           
Count 15 1 10 4 0 
Column % 8% 2% 11% 10% 0% 
Row % 100% 7% 67% 27% 0% 
Historical Societies           
Count 41 15 18 6 2 
Column % 22% 30% 20% 15% 22% 
Row % 100% 37% 44% 15% 5% 
Municipal Offices           
Count 20 10 5 2 3 
Column % 11% 20% 6% 5% 33% 
Row % 100% 50% 25% 10% 15% 
 
 
Nominal: Little is done until there is a major need. 
Preventive: Routine items are done on a calendar basis to ensure general upkeep (e.g., clean gutters, minor roof repairs, general housekeeping) to basically retard deterioration of the facility. 
Proactive: a list of maintenance needs is compiled annually, incorporated into the institution's budget, and resolved. 
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Climate-Control Components – Collections Housed in One Building - By Institution Type 
 
  
What, if any, components are included in the climate-control system for the building that houses your 
collections? (Select all that apply, "no climate-control of any kind," or "don't know.") 
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Institution Type                           
Sample Size 309 200 55 82 57 90 10 245 32 61 73 25 10 
Archives                           
Count 18 11 5 5 6 5 1 14 2 1 5 1 0 
Column % 6% 6% 9% 6% 11% 6% 10% 6% 6% 2% 7% 4% 0% 
Row % 100% 61% 28% 28% 33% 28% 6% 78% 11% 6% 28% 6% 0% 
Academic 
Libraries                           
Count 32 28 2 5 9 9 1 29 2 9 12 1 1 
Column % 10% 14% 4% 6% 16% 10% 10% 12% 6% 15% 16% 4% 10% 
Row % 100% 88% 6% 16% 28% 28% 3% 91% 6% 28% 38% 3% 3% 
Public Libraries                           
Count 135 101 23 42 17 42 2 113 15 33 35 6 2 
Column % 44% 51% 42% 51% 30% 47% 20% 46% 47% 54% 48% 24% 20% 
Row % 100% 75% 17% 31% 13% 31% 1% 84% 11% 24% 26% 4% 1% 
Special Libraries                           
Count 22 17 5 5 5 2 0 18 3 5 6 2 2 
Column % 7% 9% 9% 6% 9% 2% 0% 7% 9% 8% 8% 8% 20% 
Row % 100% 77% 23% 23% 23% 9% 0% 82% 14% 23% 27% 9% 9% 
Museums                           
Count 24 14 4 7 9 9 3 22 3 5 5 1 0 
Column % 8% 7% 7% 9% 16% 10% 30% 9% 9% 8% 7% 4% 0% 
Row % 100% 58% 17% 29% 38% 38% 13% 92% 13% 21% 21% 4% 0% 
Historic Sites                           
Count 4 2 0 1 1 0 0 2 1 1 1 1 0 
Column % 1% 1% 0% 1% 2% 0% 0% 1% 3% 2% 1% 4% 0% 
Row % 100% 50% 0% 25% 25% 0% 0% 50% 25% 25% 25% 25% 0% 
Historical 
Societies                           
Count 38 13 6 13 3 15 2 29 3 2 7 6 3 
Column % 12% 7% 11% 16% 5% 17% 20% 12% 9% 3% 10% 24% 30% 
Row % 100% 34% 16% 34% 8% 39% 5% 76% 8% 5% 18% 16% 8% 
Municipal 
Offices                           
Count 36 14 10 4 7 8 1 18 3 5 2 7 2 
Column % 12% 7% 18% 5% 12% 9% 10% 7% 9% 8% 3% 28% 20% 
Row % 100% 39% 28% 11% 19% 22% 3% 50% 8% 14% 6% 19% 6% 
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Temperature Settings – Collections Housed in One Building – By Institution Type 
 
  
Are the equipment's temperature settings kept at a constant level ±5°F around the clock? (Select one.) 
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Institution Type                       
Sample Size 284 30 23 8 2 10 17 44 26 96 28 
Archives                       
Count 17 4 1 0 0 2 0 2 3 4 1 
Column % 6% 13% 4% 0% 0% 20% 0% 5% 12% 4% 4% 
Row % 100% 24% 6% 0% 0% 12% 0% 12% 18% 24% 6% 
Academic 
Libraries                       
Count 31 0 2 1 0 1 3 7 1 13 3 
Column % 11% 0% 9% 13% 0% 10% 18% 16% 4% 14% 11% 
Row % 100% 0% 6% 3% 0% 3% 10% 23% 3% 42% 10% 
Public Libraries                       
Count 129 17 12 6 2 4 8 21 9 41 9 
Column % 45% 57% 52% 75% 100% 40% 47% 48% 35% 43% 32% 
Row % 100% 13% 9% 5% 2% 3% 6% 16% 7% 32% 7% 
Special Libraries                       
Count 20 3 1 0 0 0 1 2 2 7 4 
Column % 7% 10% 4% 0% 0% 0% 6% 5% 8% 7% 14% 
Row % 100% 15% 5% 0% 0% 0% 5% 10% 10% 35% 20% 
Museums                       
Count 23 1 0 0 0 3 0 7 4 7 1 
Column % 8% 3% 0% 0% 0% 30% 0% 16% 15% 7% 4% 
Row % 100% 4% 0% 0% 0% 13% 0% 30% 17% 30% 4% 
Historic Sites                       
Count 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 
Column % 1% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 1% 0% 
Row % 100% 33% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 33% 0% 33% 0% 
Historical 
Societies                       
Count 32 2 1 0 0 0 3 4 4 13 5 
Column % 11% 7% 4% 0% 0% 0% 18% 9% 15% 14% 18% 
Row % 100% 6% 3% 0% 0% 0% 9% 13% 13% 41% 16% 
Municipal Offices                       
Count 29 2 6 1 0 0 2 0 3 10 5 
Column % 10% 7% 26% 13% 0% 0% 12% 0% 12% 10% 18% 
Row % 100% 7% 21% 3% 0% 0% 7% 0% 10% 34% 17% 
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Relative Humidity Settings – Collections Housed in One Building – By Institution Type 
 
  
Are the equipment's RH settings kept at a constant level ±5% around the clock? (Select one.) 
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Institution Type                       
Sample Size 284 17 32 3 2 10 8 21 70 81 40 
Archives                       
Count 17 4 0 0 0 2 0 1 6 3 1 
Column % 6% 24% 0% 0% 0% 20% 0% 5% 9% 4% 3% 
Row % 100% 24% 0% 0% 0% 12% 0% 6% 35% 18% 6% 
Academic Libraries                       
Count 31 0 2 1 0 1 2 4 6 9 6 
Column % 11% 0% 6% 33% 0% 10% 25% 19% 9% 11% 15% 
Row % 100% 0% 6% 3% 0% 3% 6% 13% 19% 29% 19% 
Public Libraries                       
Count 129 6 15 1 2 4 4 8 34 38 17 
Column % 45% 35% 47% 33% 100% 40% 50% 38% 49% 47% 43% 
Row % 100% 5% 12% 1% 2% 3% 3% 6% 26% 29% 13% 
Special Libraries                       
Count 20 3 1 0 0 0 1 1 3 6 5 
Column % 7% 18% 3% 0% 0% 0% 13% 5% 4% 7% 13% 
Row % 100% 15% 5% 0% 0% 0% 5% 5% 15% 30% 25% 
Museums                       
Count 23 1 2 0 0 3 1 4 4 7 1 
Column % 8% 6% 6% 0% 0% 30% 13% 19% 6% 9% 3% 
Row % 100% 4% 9% 0% 0% 13% 4% 17% 17% 30% 4% 
Historic Sites                       
Count 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 
Column % 1% 6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 
Row % 100% 33% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 33% 33% 0% 
Historical Societies                       
Count 32 1 5 0 0 0 0 3 11 7 5 
Column % 11% 6% 16% 0% 0% 0% 0% 14% 16% 9% 13% 
Row % 100% 3% 16% 0% 0% 0% 0% 9% 34% 22% 16% 
Municipal Offices                       
Count 29 1 7 1 0 0 0 0 5 10 5 
Column % 10% 6% 22% 33% 0% 0% 0% 0% 7% 12% 13% 
Row % 100% 3% 24% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 17% 34% 17% 
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Climate-Control Components – Collections Housed in Multiple Buildings - By Institution Type 
 
  
What, if any, climate-control components are included in the buildings that house your collections? 
(Select all that apply, "no climate-control equipment of any kind," or "don't know.") 
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Institution Type                           
Sample Size 188 125 46 66 49 79 10 163 32 40 52 20 5 
Archives                           
Count 13 9 4 4 6 6 1 12 0 3 6 0 0 
Column % 7% 7% 9% 6% 12% 8% 10% 7% 0% 8% 12% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 69% 31% 31% 46% 46% 8% 92% 0% 23% 46% 0% 0% 
Academic Libraries                           
Count 24 20 1 5 7 9 1 21 4 6 11 1 0 
Column % 13% 16% 2% 8% 14% 11% 10% 13% 13% 15% 21% 5% 0% 
Row % 100% 83% 4% 21% 29% 38% 4% 88% 17% 25% 46% 4% 0% 
Public Libraries                           
Count 24 23 6 12 3 12 3 24 8 5 6 2 0 
Column % 13% 18% 13% 18% 6% 15% 30% 15% 25% 13% 12% 10% 0% 
Row % 100% 96% 25% 50% 13% 50% 13% 100% 33% 21% 25% 8% 0% 
Special Libraries                           
Count 15 15 1 1 7 4 1 15 2 8 9 0 0 
Column % 8% 12% 2% 2% 14% 5% 10% 9% 6% 20% 17% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 100% 7% 7% 47% 27% 7% 100% 13% 53% 60% 0% 0% 
Museums                           
Count 37 27 16 18 16 17 3 34 8 12 12 4 0 
Column % 20% 22% 35% 27% 33% 22% 30% 21% 25% 30% 23% 20% 0% 
Row % 100% 73% 43% 49% 43% 46% 8% 92% 22% 32% 32% 11% 0% 
Historic Sites                           
Count 14 6 4 6 1 7 0 10 1 1 1 3 1 
Column % 7% 5% 9% 9% 2% 9% 0% 6% 3% 3% 2% 15% 20% 
Row % 100% 43% 29% 43% 7% 50% 0% 71% 7% 7% 7% 21% 7% 
Historical Societies                           
Count 41 13 9 19 5 21 1 32 7 3 3 6 1 
Column % 22% 10% 20% 29% 10% 27% 10% 20% 22% 8% 6% 30% 20% 
Row % 100% 32% 22% 46% 12% 51% 2% 78% 17% 7% 7% 15% 2% 
Municipal Offices                           
Count 20 12 5 1 4 3 0 15 2 2 4 4 3 
Column % 11% 10% 11% 2% 8% 4% 0% 9% 6% 5% 8% 20% 60% 
Row % 100% 60% 25% 5% 20% 15% 0% 75% 10% 10% 20% 20% 15% 
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Temperature Settings – Collections Housed in Multiple Buildings - By Institution Type 
 
  
Are the equipment's temperature settings kept at a constant level ±5°F around the clock? (Select one.) 
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Institution Type                       
Sample Size 168 14 34 1 6 6 17 17 8 49 16 
Archives                       
Count 13 1 4 0 0 1 0 1 1 5 0 
Column % 8% 7% 12% 0% 0% 17% 0% 6% 13% 10% 0% 
Row % 100% 8% 31% 0% 0% 8% 0% 8% 8% 38% 0% 
Academic Libraries                       
Count 23 2 3 0 0 1 5 2 0 5 5 
Column % 14% 14% 9% 0% 0% 17% 29% 12% 0% 10% 31% 
Row % 100% 9% 13% 0% 0% 4% 22% 9% 0% 22% 22% 
Public Libraries                       
Count 22 1 3 0 0 1 3 1 2 8 3 
Column % 13% 7% 9% 0% 0% 17% 18% 6% 25% 16% 19% 
Row % 100% 5% 14% 0% 0% 5% 14% 5% 9% 36% 14% 
Special Libraries                       
Count 15 1 6 0 0 0 1 4 0 3 0 
Column % 9% 7% 18% 0% 0% 0% 6% 24% 0% 6% 0% 
Row % 100% 7% 40% 0% 0% 0% 7% 27% 0% 20% 0% 
Museums                       
Count 33 5 6 1 2 2 5 6 1 5 0 
Column % 20% 36% 18% 100% 33% 33% 29% 35% 13% 10% 0% 
Row % 100% 15% 18% 3% 6% 6% 15% 18% 3% 15% 0% 
Historic Sites                       
Count 11 0 4 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 1 
Column % 7% 0% 12% 0% 33% 0% 6% 6% 0% 4% 6% 
Row % 100% 0% 36% 0% 18% 0% 9% 9% 0% 18% 9% 
Historical Societies                       
Count 35 2 4 0 2 1 2 2 4 16 2 
Column % 21% 14% 12% 0% 33% 17% 12% 12% 50% 33% 13% 
Row % 100% 6% 11% 0% 6% 3% 6% 6% 11% 46% 6% 
Municipal Offices                       
Count 16 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 
Column % 10% 14% 12% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 10% 31% 
Row % 100% 13% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 31% 31% 
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Relative Humidity Settings – Collections Housed in Multiple Buildings - By Institution Type 
 
  
Are the equipment's relative humidity settings kept at a constant level 
±5% around the clock? (Select one.) 
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Institution Type                       
Sample Size 168 10 38  -  6 8 7 7 33 43 16 
Archives                       
Count 13 1 5  -  0 1 0 1 2 3 0 
Column % 8% 10% 13%  -  0% 13% 0% 14% 6% 7% 0% 
Row % 100% 8% 38%  -  0% 8% 0% 8% 15% 23% 0% 
Academic Libraries                       
Count 23 3 3  -  0 1 3 1 2 5 5 
Column % 14% 30% 8%  -  0% 13% 43% 14% 6% 12% 31% 
Row % 100% 13% 13%  -  0% 4% 13% 4% 9% 22% 22% 
Public Libraries                       
Count 22 1 2  -  1 0 1 0 7 7 3 
Column % 13% 10% 5%  -  17% 0% 14% 0% 21% 16% 19% 
Row % 100% 5% 9%  -  5% 0% 5% 0% 32% 32% 14% 
Special Libraries                       
Count 15 2 4  -  0 1 0 3 3 2 0 
Column % 9% 20% 11%  -  0% 13% 0% 43% 9% 5% 0% 
Row % 100% 13% 27%  -  0% 7% 0% 20% 20% 13% 0% 
Museums                       
Count 33 2 10  -  2 3 1 2 4 8 1 
Column % 20% 20% 26%  -  33% 38% 14% 29% 12% 19% 6% 
Row % 100% 6% 30%  -  6% 9% 3% 6% 12% 24% 3% 
Historic Sites                       
Count 11 0 4  -  1 0 1 0 3 1 1 
Column % 7% 0% 11%  -  17% 0% 14% 0% 9% 2% 6% 
Row % 100% 0% 36%  -  9% 0% 9% 0% 27% 9% 9% 
Historical Societies                       
Count 35 1 5  -  2 2 1 0 10 12 2 
Column % 21% 10% 13%  -  33% 25% 14% 0% 30% 28% 13% 
Row % 100% 3% 14%  -  6% 6% 3% 0% 29% 34% 6% 
Municipal Offices                       
Count 16 0 5  -  0 0 0 0 2 5 4 
Column % 10% 0% 13%  -  0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 12% 25% 
Row % 100% 0% 31%  -  0% 0% 0% 0% 13% 31% 25% 
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Fire Protection Coverage for Circulating Collections - By Institution Type 
         
  
Approximately what percentage of your circulating collection is protected by a building-wide fire 
detection and suppression system? 
Total 0% 1%-24% 25%-49% 50%-74% 75%-99% 100% Don't know 
Institution Type                 
Sample Size 252 82 6 1 2 21 130 10 
Archives                 
Count 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Column % 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Academic Libraries                 
Count 54 15 3 0 1 5 28 2 
Column % 21% 18% 50% 0% 50% 24% 22% 20% 
Row % 100% 28% 6% 0% 2% 9% 52% 4% 
Public Libraries                 
Count 158 51 3 1 1 11 83 8 
Column % 63% 62% 50% 100% 50% 52% 64% 80% 
Row % 100% 32% 2% 1% 1% 7% 53% 5% 
Special Libraries                 
Count 28 12 0 0 0 4 12 0 
Column % 11% 15% 0% 0% 0% 19% 9% 0% 
Row % 100% 43% 0% 0% 0% 14% 43% 0% 
Museums                 
Count 4 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 
Column % 2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 5% 2% 0% 
Row % 100% 25% 0% 0% 0% 25% 50% 0% 
Historic Sites                 
Count 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Column % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 
Historical Societies                 
Count 3 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Column % 1% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 
Row % 100% 67% 0% 0% 0% 0% 33% 0% 
Municipal Offices                 
Count 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 
Column % 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 
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Fire Protection Coverage for Permanent Collections - By Institution Type 
         
  
Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, approximately what percentage is 
protected by a building-wide fire detection and suppression system? 
Total 0% 1%-24% 25%-49% 50%-74% 75%-99% 100% Don't know 
Institution Type                 
Sample Size 473 186 17 10 12 49 177 22 
Archives                 
Count 31 15 0 0 2 2 11 1 
Column % 7% 8% 0% 0% 17% 4% 6% 5% 
Row % 100% 48% 0% 0% 6% 6% 35% 3% 
Academic Libraries                 
Count 51 16 1 0 1 7 24 2 
Column % 11% 9% 6% 0% 8% 14% 14% 9% 
Row % 100% 31% 2% 0% 2% 14% 47% 4% 
Public Libraries                 
Count 147 51 2 3 1 13 69 8 
Column % 31% 27% 12% 30% 8% 27% 39% 36% 
Row % 100% 35% 1% 2% 1% 9% 47% 5% 
Special Libraries                 
Count 33 11 0 1 1 4 15 1 
Column % 7% 6% 0% 10% 8% 8% 8% 5% 
Row % 100% 33% 0% 3% 3% 12% 45% 3% 
Museums                 
Count 59 23 4 1 2 9 19 1 
Column % 12% 12% 24% 10% 17% 18% 11% 5% 
Row % 100% 39% 7% 2% 3% 15% 32% 2% 
Historic Sites                 
Count 18 6 2 0 0 2 8 0 
Column % 4% 3% 12% 0% 0% 4% 5% 0% 
Row % 100% 33% 11% 0% 0% 11% 44% 0% 
Historical Societies                 
Count 78 48 4 1 1 6 15 3 
Column % 16% 26% 24% 10% 8% 12% 8% 14% 
Row % 100% 62% 5% 1% 1% 8% 19% 4% 
Municipal Offices                 
Count 56 16 4 4 4 6 16 6 
Column % 12% 9% 24% 40% 33% 12% 9% 27% 
Row % 100% 29% 7% 7% 7% 11% 29% 11% 
  
Massachusetts Connecting to Collections Statewide Preservation Survey 
Final Report:  Appendix I—Raw Data by Institution Type 
March 28, 2011  
182 
 
Fire Detection Devices - Types – Collections Housed in One Building - By Institution Type 
        
  
What types of fire detection devices exist in the building that houses your collections? 
(Select all that apply or "none.") 
Total Heat Detectors 
Smoke 
Detectors 
Air Sampling 
System 
We have detection 
devices, but I am not 
sure of the type None Other 
Institution Type               
Sample Size 309 133 217 5 64 14 10 
Archives               
Count 18 7 13 0 4 1 1 
Column % 6% 5% 6% 0% 6% 7% 10% 
Row % 100% 39% 72% 0% 22% 6% 6% 
Academic Libraries               
Count 32 10 19 1 10 1 2 
Column % 10% 8% 9% 20% 16% 7% 20% 
Row % 100% 31% 59% 3% 31% 3% 6% 
Public Libraries               
Count 135 69 114 4 16 2 4 
Column % 44% 52% 53% 80% 25% 14% 40% 
Row % 100% 51% 84% 3% 12% 1% 3% 
Special Libraries               
Count 22 4 12 0 8 2 0 
Column % 7% 3% 6% 0% 13% 14% 0% 
Row % 100% 18% 55% 0% 36% 9% 0% 
Museums               
Count 24 13 18 0 3 1 1 
Column % 8% 10% 8% 0% 5% 7% 10% 
Row % 100% 54% 75% 0% 13% 4% 4% 
Historic Sites               
Count 4 1 3 0 0 1 0 
Column % 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 7% 0% 
Row % 100% 25% 75% 0% 0% 25% 0% 
Historical Societies               
Count 38 16 24 0 9 3 1 
Column % 12% 12% 11% 0% 14% 21% 10% 
Row % 100% 42% 63% 0% 24% 8% 3% 
Municipal Offices               
Count 36 13 14 0 14 3 1 
Column % 12% 10% 6% 0% 22% 21% 10% 
Row % 100% 36% 39% 0% 39% 8% 3% 
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Fire Detection Devices - Types – Collections Housed in Multiple Buildings - By Institution Type 
        
  
What types of fire detection devices exist in the buildings housing your collections? 
(Select all that apply or "none.") 
Total Heat Detectors 
Smoke 
Detectors 
Air Sampling 
System 
We have detection 
devices, but I am 
not sure of the 
type None Other 
Institution Type               
Sample Size 188 82 155 8 25 10 5 
Archives               
Count 13 4 10 1 3 0 1 
Column % 7% 5% 6% 13% 12% 0% 20% 
Row % 100% 31% 77% 8% 23% 0% 8% 
Academic Libraries               
Count 24 9 21 1 4 0 0 
Column % 13% 11% 14% 13% 16% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 38% 88% 4% 17% 0% 0% 
Public Libraries               
Count 24 12 20 0 2 2 0 
Column % 13% 15% 13% 0% 8% 20% 0% 
Row % 100% 50% 83% 0% 8% 8% 0% 
Special Libraries               
Count 15 7 14 0 1 0 0 
Column % 8% 9% 9% 0% 4% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 47% 93% 0% 7% 0% 0% 
Museums               
Count 37 21 32 1 3 3 2 
Column % 20% 26% 21% 13% 12% 30% 40% 
Row % 100% 57% 86% 3% 8% 8% 5% 
Historic Sites               
Count 14 8 12 3 1 0 0 
Column % 7% 10% 8% 38% 4% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 57% 86% 21% 7% 0% 0% 
Historical Societies               
Count 41 17 32 1 6 4 2 
Column % 22% 21% 21% 13% 24% 40% 40% 
Row % 100% 41% 78% 2% 15% 10% 5% 
Municipal Offices               
Count 20 4 14 1 5 1 0 
Column % 11% 5% 9% 13% 20% 10% 0% 
Row % 100% 20% 70% 5% 25% 5% 0% 
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Fire Detection Devices - Installation - One Building - By Institution Type  Fire Detection Devices - Installation - Multiple Buildings - By Institution Type 
 
  
Are fire detection devices installed throughout the 
building that houses your collections?  
  
Are fire detection devices installed throughout the buildings 
housing your collections? 
Total Yes No Don't know  Total 
Yes, throughout 
all buildings 
Yes, throughout 
some buildings No Don't know 
Institution Type          Institution Type           
Sample Size 294 262 13 19  Sample Size 178 137 30 6 5 
Archives          Archives           
Count 17 15 1 1  Count 13 10 2 0 1 
Column % 6% 6% 8% 5%  Column % 7% 7% 7% 0% 20% 
Row % 100% 88% 6% 6%  Row % 100% 77% 15% 0% 8% 
Academic Libraries          Academic Libraries           
Count 30 27 2 1  Count 24 21 2 0 1 
Column % 10% 10% 15% 5%  Column % 13% 15% 7% 0% 20% 
Row % 100% 90% 7% 3%  Row % 100% 88% 8% 0% 4% 
Public Libraries          Public Libraries           
Count 133 129 1 3  Count 22 15 5 1 1 
Column % 45% 49% 8% 16%  Column % 12% 11% 17% 17% 20% 
Row % 100% 97% 1% 2%  Row % 100% 68% 23% 5% 5% 
Special Libraries          Special Libraries           
Count 20 14 3 3  Count 15 15 0 0 0 
Column % 7% 5% 23% 16%  Column % 8% 11% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 70% 15% 15%  Row % 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 
Museums          Museums           
Count 23 22 0 1  Count 34 31 3 0 0 
Column % 8% 8% 0% 5%  Column % 19% 23% 10% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 96% 0% 4%  Row % 100% 91% 9% 0% 0% 
Historic Sites          Historic Sites           
Count 3 3 0 0  Count 14 10 4 0 0 
Column % 1% 1% 0% 0%  Column % 8% 7% 13% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 100% 0% 0%  Row % 100% 71% 29% 0% 0% 
Historical Societies          Historical Societies           
Count 35 26 4 5  Count 37 24 8 5 0 
Column % 12% 10% 31% 26%  Column % 21% 18% 27% 83% 0% 
Row % 100% 74% 11% 14%  Row % 100% 65% 22% 14% 0% 
Municipal Offices          Municipal Offices           
Count 33 26 2 5  Count 19 11 6 0 2 
Column % 11% 10% 15% 26%  Column % 11% 8% 20% 0% 40% 
Row % 100% 79% 6% 15%  Row % 100% 58% 32% 0% 11% 
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Fire Detection Devices - Inspection - One Building - By Institution Type  Fire Detection Devices - Inspection - Multiple Buildings - By Institution Type 
            
  
Are fire detection devices inspected 
according manufacturer specifications to 
ensure proper operation?  
  
Are fire detection devices inspected according to manufacturer 
specifications to ensure proper operation? 
Total Yes No Don't know  Total 
Yes, for all 
buildings 
Yes, for some 
buildings No Don't know 
Institution Type          Institution Type           
Sample Size 294 229 10 55  Sample Size 178 121 18 8 31 
Archives          Archives           
Count 17 13 0 4  Count 13 7 2 0 4 
Column % 6% 6% 0% 7%  Column % 7% 6% 11% 0% 13% 
Row % 100% 76% 0% 24%  Row % 100% 54% 15% 0% 31% 
Academic Libraries          Academic Libraries           
Count 30 25 0 5  Count 24 18 0 0 6 
Column % 10% 11% 0% 9%  Column % 13% 15% 0% 0% 19% 
Row % 100% 83% 0% 17%  Row % 100% 75% 0% 0% 25% 
Public Libraries          Public Libraries           
Count 133 116 4 13  Count 22 15 4 0 3 
Column % 45% 51% 40% 24%  Column % 12% 12% 22% 0% 10% 
Row % 100% 87% 3% 10%  Row % 100% 68% 18% 0% 14% 
Special Libraries          Special Libraries           
Count 20 10 0 10  Count 15 13 0 0 2 
Column % 7% 4% 0% 18%  Column % 8% 11% 0% 0% 6% 
Row % 100% 50% 0% 50%  Row % 100% 87% 0% 0% 13% 
Museums          Museums           
Count 23 19 2 2  Count 34 29 2 1 2 
Column % 8% 8% 20% 4%  Column % 19% 24% 11% 13% 6% 
Row % 100% 83% 9% 9%  Row % 100% 85% 6% 3% 6% 
Historic Sites          Historic Sites           
Count 3 3 0 0  Count 14 11 3 0 0 
Column % 1% 1% 0% 0%  Column % 8% 9% 17% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 100% 0% 0%  Row % 100% 79% 21% 0% 0% 
Historical Societies          Historical Societies           
Count 35 22 2 11  Count 37 20 4 6 7 
Column % 12% 10% 20% 20%  Column % 21% 17% 22% 75% 23% 
Row % 100% 63% 6% 31%  Row % 100% 54% 11% 16% 19% 
Municipal Offices          Municipal Offices           
Count 33 21 2 10  Count 19 8 3 1 7 
Column % 11% 9% 20% 18%  Column % 11% 7% 17% 13% 23% 
Row % 100% 64% 6% 30%  Row % 100% 42% 16% 5% 37% 
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Fire Detection Devices - Monitoring - One Building - By Institution Type  Fire Detection Devices - Monitoring - Multiple Buildings - By Institution Type 
 
  
Are fire detection devices connected directly 
either to the local fire department or another 
monitoring agency?  
  
Are fire detection devices connected directly either to the 
local fire department or another monitoring agency? 
Total Yes No Don't know  Total 
Yes, for all 
buildings 
Yes, for some 
buildings No 
Don't 
know 
Institution Type          Institution Type           
Sample Size 294 249 17 28  Sample Size 178 118 33 12 15 
Archives          Archives           
Count 17 13 0 4  Count 13 8 3 1 1 
Column % 6% 5% 0% 14%  Column % 7% 7% 9% 8% 7% 
Row % 100% 76% 0% 24%  Row % 100% 62% 23% 8% 8% 
Academic Libraries          Academic Libraries           
Count 30 29 0 1  Count 24 18 3 0 3 
Column % 10% 12% 0% 4%  Column % 13% 15% 9% 0% 20% 
Row % 100% 97% 0% 3%  Row % 100% 75% 13% 0% 13% 
Public Libraries          Public Libraries           
Count 133 122 6 5  Count 22 14 8 0 0 
Column % 45% 49% 35% 18%  Column % 12% 12% 24% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 92% 5% 4%  Row % 100% 64% 36% 0% 0% 
Special Libraries          Special Libraries           
Count 20 14 1 5  Count 15 14 1 0 0 
Column % 7% 6% 6% 18%  Column % 8% 12% 3% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 70% 5% 25%  Row % 100% 93% 7% 0% 0% 
Museums          Museums           
Count 23 20 2 1  Count 34 28 3 1 2 
Column % 8% 8% 12% 4%  Column % 19% 24% 9% 8% 13% 
Row % 100% 87% 9% 4%  Row % 100% 82% 9% 3% 6% 
Historic Sites          Historic Sites           
Count 3 3 0 0  Count 14 9 3 1 1 
Column % 1% 1% 0% 0%  Column % 8% 8% 9% 8% 7% 
Row % 100% 100% 0% 0%  Row % 100% 64% 21% 7% 7% 
Historical Societies          Historical Societies           
Count 35 24 5 6  Count 37 22 6 6 3 
Column % 12% 10% 29% 21%  Column % 21% 19% 18% 50% 20% 
Row % 100% 69% 14% 17%  Row % 100% 59% 16% 16% 8% 
Municipal Offices          Municipal Offices           
Count 33 24 3 6  Count 19 5 6 3 5 
Column % 11% 10% 18% 21%  Column % 11% 4% 18% 25% 33% 
Row % 100% 73% 9% 18%  Row % 100% 26% 32% 16% 26% 
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Fire Suppression System - Type – Collections Housed in One Building - By Institution Type 
            
  
What type of fire suppression system exists in the building housing your collections? (Select all that apply or "none.") 
Total 
Wet pipe 
sprinkler 
system 
Dry pipe 
sprinkler 
system 
Water mist 
sprinkler 
system 
Pre-action 
automatic 
sprinkler system 
Inert gas 
suppression 
system 
Dry 
chemical 
automatic 
system 
Low 
oxygen 
system 
We have a 
suppression system, 
but I am not sure of 
the type None Other 
Institution Type                       
Sample Size 308 68 23 8 10 5 1 1 56 142 26 
Archives                       
Count 18 3 2 0 2 2 0 0 4 8 1 
Column % 6% 4% 9% 0% 20% 40% 0% 0% 7% 6% 4% 
Row % 100% 17% 11% 0% 11% 11% 0% 0% 22% 44% 6% 
Academic Libraries                       
Count 31 6 0 1 1 0 0 0 9 13 4 
Column % 10% 9% 0% 13% 10% 0% 0% 0% 16% 9% 15% 
Row % 100% 19% 0% 3% 3% 0% 0% 0% 29% 42% 13% 
Public Libraries                       
Count 135 39 15 7 5 1 1 1 22 56 8 
Column % 44% 57% 65% 88% 50% 20% 100% 100% 39% 39% 31% 
Row % 100% 29% 11% 5% 4% 1% 1% 1% 16% 41% 6% 
Special Libraries                       
Count 22 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 10 2 
Column % 7% 7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 9% 7% 8% 
Row % 100% 23% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 23% 45% 9% 
Museums                       
Count 24 4 3 0 2 1 0 0 2 13 1 
Column % 8% 6% 13% 0% 20% 20% 0% 0% 4% 9% 4% 
Row % 100% 17% 13% 0% 8% 4% 0% 0% 8% 54% 4% 
Historic Sites                       
Count 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 
Column % 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 
Row % 100% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 75% 0% 
Historical Societies                       
Count 38 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 25 5 
Column % 12% 6% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 18% 19% 
Row % 100% 11% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 66% 13% 
Municipal Offices                       
Count 36 6 1 0 0 1 0 0 11 14 5 
Column % 12% 9% 4% 0% 0% 20% 0% 0% 20% 10% 19% 
Row % 100% 17% 3% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0% 31% 39% 14% 
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Fire Suppression System - Type – Collections Housed in Multiple Buildings - By Institution Type 
            
  
What types of fire suppression systems exist in the buildings housing your collections? (Select all that apply or "none.") 
Total 
Wet pipe 
sprinkler 
system 
Dry pipe 
sprinkler 
system 
Water mist 
sprinkler 
system 
Pre-action 
automatic 
sprinkler 
system 
Inert gas 
suppression 
system 
Dry 
chemical 
automatic 
system 
Low 
oxygen 
system 
We have 
suppression 
systems, but I am not 
sure of the type None Other 
Institution Type                       
Sample Size 188 47 18 7 9 8  -  2 36 78 17 
Archives                       
Count 13 4 0 0 0 0  -  0 5 5 1 
Column % 7% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0%  -  0% 14% 6% 6% 
Row % 100% 31% 0% 0% 0% 0%  -  0% 38% 38% 8% 
Academic Libraries                       
Count 24 11 1 0 0 1  -  2 9 3 2 
Column % 13% 23% 6% 0% 0% 13%  -  100% 25% 4% 12% 
Row % 100% 46% 4% 0% 0% 4%  -  8% 38% 13% 8% 
Public Libraries                       
Count 24 5 3 2 2 0  -  0 2 9 3 
Column % 13% 11% 17% 29% 22% 0%  -  0% 6% 12% 18% 
Row % 100% 21% 13% 8% 8% 0%  -  0% 8% 38% 13% 
Special Libraries                       
Count 15 5 1 1 2 2  -  0 3 4 1 
Column % 8% 11% 6% 14% 22% 25%  -  0% 8% 5% 6% 
Row % 100% 33% 7% 7% 13% 13%  -  0% 20% 27% 7% 
Museums                       
Count 37 11 6 3 5 2  -  0 6 13 4 
Column % 20% 23% 33% 43% 56% 25%  -  0% 17% 17% 24% 
Row % 100% 30% 16% 8% 14% 5%  -  0% 16% 35% 11% 
Historic Sites                       
Count 14 2 2 1 0 1  -  0 1 9 1 
Column % 7% 4% 11% 14% 0% 13%  -  0% 3% 12% 6% 
Row % 100% 14% 14% 7% 0% 7%  -  0% 7% 64% 7% 
Historical Societies                       
Count 41 1 3 0 0 0  -  0 5 30 4 
Column % 22% 2% 17% 0% 0% 0%  -  0% 14% 38% 24% 
Row % 100% 2% 7% 0% 0% 0%  -  0% 12% 73% 10% 
Municipal Offices                       
Count 20 8 2 0 0 2  -  0 5 5 1 
Column % 11% 17% 11% 0% 0% 25%  -  0% 14% 6% 6% 
Row % 100% 40% 10% 0% 0% 10%  -  0% 25% 25% 5% 
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Fire Suppression System - Installation - One Building - By Institution Type  Fire Suppression System - Installation - Multiple Buildings - By Institution Type 
            
  
Is/are the fire suppression system(s) installed 
throughout the building that houses your 
collections?  
  
Are fire suppression systems installed throughout the buildings 
housing your collections? 
Total Yes No Don't know  Total 
Yes, throughout 
all buildings 
Yes, throughout 
some buildings No Don't know 
Institution Type          Institution Type           
Sample Size 166 125 13 28  Sample Size 110 56 39 10 5 
Archives          Archives           
Count 10 8 0 2  Count 8 4 3 1 0 
Column % 6% 6% 0% 7%  Column % 7% 7% 8% 10% 0% 
Row % 100% 80% 0% 20%  Row % 100% 50% 38% 13% 0% 
Academic Libraries          Academic Libraries           
Count 18 16 1 1  Count 21 17 3 1 0 
Column % 11% 13% 8% 4%  Column % 19% 30% 8% 10% 0% 
Row % 100% 89% 6% 6%  Row % 100% 81% 14% 5% 0% 
Public Libraries          Public Libraries           
Count 79 66 4 9  Count 15 6 7 2 0 
Column % 48% 53% 31% 32%  Column % 14% 11% 18% 20% 0% 
Row % 100% 84% 5% 11%  Row % 100% 40% 47% 13% 0% 
Special Libraries          Special Libraries           
Count 12 5 1 6  Count 11 9 2 0 0 
Column % 7% 4% 8% 21%  Column % 10% 16% 5% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 42% 8% 50%  Row % 100% 82% 18% 0% 0% 
Museums          Museums           
Count 11 9 2 0  Count 24 12 10 1 1 
Column % 7% 7% 15% 0%  Column % 22% 21% 26% 10% 20% 
Row % 100% 82% 18% 0%  Row % 100% 50% 42% 4% 4% 
Historic Sites          Historic Sites           
Count 1 1 0 0  Count 5 3 2 0 0 
Column % 1% 1% 0% 0%  Column % 5% 5% 5% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 100% 0% 0%  Row % 100% 60% 40% 0% 0% 
Historical Societies          Historical Societies           
Count 13 8 2 3  Count 11 1 5 3 2 
Column % 8% 6% 15% 11%  Column % 10% 2% 13% 30% 40% 
Row % 100% 62% 15% 23%  Row % 100% 9% 45% 27% 18% 
Municipal Offices          Municipal Offices           
Count 22 12 3 7  Count 15 4 7 2 2 
Column % 13% 10% 23% 25%  Column % 14% 7% 18% 20% 40% 
Row % 100% 55% 14% 32%  Row % 100% 27% 47% 13% 13% 
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Fire Suppression System - Inspection - Collections Housed in One 
Building - By Institution Type 
     
  
Is/are fire suppression system(s) inspected 
according to manufacturer specifications 
to ensure proper operation? 
Total Yes No Don't know 
Institution Type         
Sample Size 166 113 8 45 
Archives         
Count 10 6 0 4 
Column % 6% 5% 0% 9% 
Row % 100% 60% 0% 40% 
Academic Libraries         
Count 18 15 0 3 
Column % 11% 13% 0% 7% 
Row % 100% 83% 0% 17% 
Public Libraries         
Count 79 62 3 14 
Column % 48% 55% 38% 31% 
Row % 100% 78% 4% 18% 
Special Libraries         
Count 12 4 1 7 
Column % 7% 4% 13% 16% 
Row % 100% 33% 8% 58% 
Museums         
Count 11 10 0 1 
Column % 7% 9% 0% 2% 
Row % 100% 91% 0% 9% 
Historic Sites         
Count 1 1 0 0 
Column % 1% 1% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 100% 0% 0% 
Historical Societies         
Count 13 5 2 6 
Column % 8% 4% 25% 13% 
Row % 100% 38% 15% 46% 
Municipal Offices         
Count 22 10 2 10 
Column % 13% 9% 25% 22% 
Row % 100% 45% 9% 45% 
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Fire Suppression System - Inspection - Collections Housed in Multiple Buildings - By Institution Type 
      
  
Are fire suppression systems inspected according to manufacturer specifications to 
ensure proper operation? 
Total Yes, for all buildings Yes, for some buildings No Don't know 
Institution Type           
Sample Size 110 67 17 4 22 
Archives           
Count 8 5 2 0 1 
Column % 7% 7% 12% 0% 5% 
Row % 100% 63% 25% 0% 13% 
Academic Libraries           
Count 21 15 1 0 5 
Column % 19% 22% 6% 0% 23% 
Row % 100% 71% 5% 0% 24% 
Public Libraries           
Count 15 7 4 1 3 
Column % 14% 10% 24% 25% 14% 
Row % 100% 47% 27% 7% 20% 
Special Libraries           
Count 11 8 0 0 3 
Column % 10% 12% 0% 0% 14% 
Row % 100% 73% 0% 0% 27% 
Museums           
Count 24 21 2 0 1 
Column % 22% 31% 12% 0% 5% 
Row % 100% 88% 8% 0% 4% 
Historic Sites           
Count 5 3 2 0 0 
Column % 5% 4% 12% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 60% 40% 0% 0% 
Historical Societies           
Count 11 2 3 3 3 
Column % 10% 3% 18% 75% 14% 
Row % 100% 18% 27% 27% 27% 
Municipal Offices           
Count 15 6 3 0 6 
Column % 14% 9% 18% 0% 27% 
Row % 100% 40% 20% 0% 40% 
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Security Measures - By Institution Type 
          
  
Which of the following security measures do the building or buildings housing your collections have?  (Select all that apply or "none.") 
Total 
After-hours 
security 
guard 
Building is shared with 
other administrative units 
and door locks are keyed 
separately 
Burglar alarms on 
doors and/or 
windows 
Computerized 
security 
system 
Electronic 
security 
system at exit 
Motion 
detectors in 
rooms None Other 
Institution Type                   
Sample Size 494 62 141 235 118 202 260 68 55 
Archives                   
Count 31 5 16 14 9 9 11 3 9 
Column % 6% 8% 11% 6% 8% 4% 4% 4% 16% 
Row % 100% 16% 52% 45% 29% 29% 35% 10% 29% 
Academic Libraries                   
Count 55 31 34 17 13 33 15 1 10 
Column % 11% 50% 24% 7% 11% 16% 6% 1% 18% 
Row % 100% 56% 62% 31% 24% 60% 27% 2% 18% 
Public Libraries                   
Count 159 1 6 86 43 74 111 21 10 
Column % 32% 2% 4% 37% 36% 37% 43% 31% 18% 
Row % 100% 1% 4% 54% 27% 47% 70% 13% 6% 
Special Libraries                   
Count 37 13 25 9 9 12 12 4 2 
Column % 7% 21% 18% 4% 8% 6% 5% 6% 4% 
Row % 100% 35% 68% 24% 24% 32% 32% 11% 5% 
Museums                   
Count 61 6 17 44 26 27 44 7 8 
Column % 12% 10% 12% 19% 22% 13% 17% 10% 15% 
Row % 100% 10% 28% 72% 43% 44% 72% 11% 13% 
Historic Sites                   
Count 18 1 2 15 3 6 15 3 2 
Column % 4% 2% 1% 6% 3% 3% 6% 4% 4% 
Row % 100% 6% 11% 83% 17% 33% 83% 17% 11% 
Historical Societies                   
Count 78 3 12 42 7 30 43 15 9 
Column % 16% 5% 9% 18% 6% 15% 17% 22% 16% 
Row % 100% 4% 15% 54% 9% 38% 55% 19% 12% 
Municipal Offices                   
Count 55 2 29 8 8 11 9 14 5 
Column % 11% 3% 21% 3% 7% 5% 3% 21% 9% 
Row % 100% 4% 53% 15% 15% 20% 16% 25% 9% 
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Security Alarm Remotely Monitored - By Institution Type 
      
  
If your building or buildings have a security alarm, is it connected 
directly either to the local police department or another monitoring 
agency? 
Total Yes No Don't know 
My facility does not have 
a security alarm. 
Institution Type           
Sample Size 426 324 32 39 31 
Archives           
Count 28 18 2 4 4 
Column % 7% 6% 6% 10% 13% 
Row % 100% 64% 7% 14% 14% 
Academic Libraries           
Count 54 28 11 9 6 
Column % 13% 9% 34% 23% 19% 
Row % 100% 52% 20% 17% 11% 
Public Libraries           
Count 138 127 7 1 3 
Column % 32% 39% 22% 3% 10% 
Row % 100% 92% 5% 1% 2% 
Special Libraries           
Count 33 16 2 10 5 
Column % 8% 5% 6% 26% 16% 
Row % 100% 48% 6% 30% 15% 
Museums           
Count 54 50 2 2 0 
Column % 13% 15% 6% 5% 0% 
Row % 100% 93% 4% 4% 0% 
Historic Sites           
Count 15 15 0 0 0 
Column % 4% 5% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 
Historical Societies           
Count 63 51 4 5 3 
Column % 15% 16% 13% 13% 10% 
Row % 100% 81% 6% 8% 5% 
Municipal Offices           
Count 41 19 4 8 10 
Column % 10% 6% 13% 21% 32% 
Row % 100% 46% 10% 20% 24% 
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Disaster Plan Prepared - By Institution Type 
     
  
Has a written emergency/disaster plan been 
prepared for your institution? 
Total Yes No Plan is being prepared 
Institution Type         
Sample Size 495 166 253 76 
Archives         
Count 31 12 14 5 
Column % 6% 7% 6% 7% 
Row % 100% 39% 45% 16% 
Academic Libraries         
Count 55 28 19 8 
Column % 11% 17% 8% 11% 
Row % 100% 51% 35% 15% 
Public Libraries         
Count 159 46 86 27 
Column % 32% 28% 34% 36% 
Row % 100% 29% 54% 17% 
Special Libraries         
Count 37 18 13 6 
Column % 7% 11% 5% 8% 
Row % 100% 49% 35% 16% 
Museums         
Count 61 30 26 5 
Column % 12% 18% 10% 7% 
Row % 100% 49% 43% 8% 
Historic Sites         
Count 18 10 4 4 
Column % 4% 6% 2% 5% 
Row % 100% 56% 22% 22% 
Historical Societies         
Count 78 11 54 13 
Column % 16% 7% 21% 17% 
Row % 100% 14% 69% 17% 
Municipal Offices         
Count 56 11 37 8 
Column % 11% 7% 15% 11% 
Row % 100% 20% 66% 14% 
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Institutions with a Disaster Plan Updated in Last Two Years - By 
Institution Type 
     
  
Has the plan been updated within the last 
two years? 
Total Yes No Don't know 
Institution Type         
Sample Size 166 64 81 21 
Archives         
Count 12 8 4 0 
Column % 7% 13% 5% 0% 
Row % 100% 67% 33% 0% 
Academic Libraries         
Count 28 13 11 4 
Column % 17% 20% 14% 19% 
Row % 100% 46% 39% 14% 
Public Libraries         
Count 46 14 30 2 
Column % 28% 22% 37% 10% 
Row % 100% 30% 65% 4% 
Special Libraries         
Count 18 7 8 3 
Column % 11% 11% 10% 14% 
Row % 100% 39% 44% 17% 
Museums         
Count 30 13 14 3 
Column % 18% 20% 17% 14% 
Row % 100% 43% 47% 10% 
Historic Sites         
Count 10 2 7 1 
Column % 6% 3% 9% 5% 
Row % 100% 20% 70% 10% 
Historical Societies         
Count 11 3 6 2 
Column % 7% 5% 7% 10% 
Row % 100% 27% 55% 18% 
Municipal Offices         
Count 11 4 1 6 
Column % 7% 6% 1% 29% 
Row % 100% 36% 9% 55% 
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Disaster Plan Includes Instructions for Recovering Fire- and Water-
Damaged Materials - By Institution Type 
     
  
Does the plan include instructions for the 
recovery of fire- and water-damaged materials? 
Total Yes No Plan is being prepared 
Institution Type         
Sample Size 166 125 33 8 
Archives         
Count 12 9 2 1 
Column % 7% 7% 6% 13% 
Row % 100% 75% 17% 8% 
Academic Libraries         
Count 28 20 7 1 
Column % 17% 16% 21% 13% 
Row % 100% 71% 25% 4% 
Public Libraries         
Count 46 36 8 2 
Column % 28% 29% 24% 25% 
Row % 100% 78% 17% 4% 
Special Libraries         
Count 18 14 4 0 
Column % 11% 11% 12% 0% 
Row % 100% 78% 22% 0% 
Museums         
Count 30 24 4 2 
Column % 18% 19% 12% 25% 
Row % 100% 80% 13% 7% 
Historic Sites         
Count 10 8 2 0 
Column % 6% 6% 6% 0% 
Row % 100% 80% 20% 0% 
Historical Societies         
Count 11 9 2 0 
Column % 7% 7% 6% 0% 
Row % 100% 82% 18% 0% 
Municipal Offices         
Count 11 5 4 2 
Column % 7% 4% 12% 25% 
Row % 100% 45% 36% 18% 
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Staff Familiar with and Trained to Carry out the Institution's Disaster Plan - By Institution Type 
      
  
Is your staff familiar with the plan and trained to carry it out? 
Total 
Yes, staff members are 
familiar with the plan and 
are trained to carry it out 
Yes, staff members are 
familiar with the plan, but 
are not trained to carry it 
out No Don't know 
Institution Type           
Sample Size 166 47 71 34 14 
Archives           
Count 12 4 5 2 1 
Column % 7% 9% 7% 6% 7% 
Row % 100% 33% 42% 17% 8% 
Academic Libraries           
Count 28 10 8 6 4 
Column % 17% 21% 11% 18% 29% 
Row % 100% 36% 29% 21% 14% 
Public Libraries           
Count 46 9 24 10 3 
Column % 28% 19% 34% 29% 21% 
Row % 100% 20% 52% 22% 7% 
Special Libraries           
Count 18 3 11 4 0 
Column % 11% 6% 15% 12% 0% 
Row % 100% 17% 61% 22% 0% 
Museums           
Count 30 13 13 0 4 
Column % 18% 28% 18% 0% 29% 
Row % 100% 43% 43% 0% 13% 
Historic Sites           
Count 10 4 3 3 0 
Column % 6% 9% 4% 9% 0% 
Row % 100% 40% 30% 30% 0% 
Historical Societies           
Count 11 2 5 3 1 
Column % 7% 4% 7% 9% 7% 
Row % 100% 18% 45% 27% 9% 
Municipal Offices           
Count 11 2 2 6 1 
Column % 7% 4% 3% 18% 7% 
Row % 100% 18% 18% 55% 9% 
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Copies of Vital Collection Records Stored Off-Site - By Institution Type 
      
  
Are copies of vital collection records (e.g., 
inventory, catalog, insurance policies) stored off-
site? 
Total Yes No 
Don't 
know 
Do not have 
copies 
Institution Type           
Sample Size 494 200 215 49 30 
Archives           
Count 31 11 15 2 3 
Column % 6% 6% 7% 4% 10% 
Row % 100% 35% 48% 6% 10% 
Academic Libraries           
Count 55 28 12 9 6 
Column % 11% 14% 6% 18% 20% 
Row % 100% 51% 22% 16% 11% 
Public Libraries           
Count 159 53 74 19 13 
Column % 32% 27% 34% 39% 43% 
Row % 100% 33% 47% 12% 8% 
Special Libraries           
Count 37 22 10 5 0 
Column % 7% 11% 5% 10% 0% 
Row % 100% 59% 27% 14% 0% 
Museums           
Count 61 29 27 4 1 
Column % 12% 15% 13% 8% 3% 
Row % 100% 48% 44% 7% 2% 
Historic Sites           
Count 18 13 4 0 1 
Column % 4% 7% 2% 0% 3% 
Row % 100% 72% 22% 0% 6% 
Historical Societies           
Count 78 33 34 6 5 
Column % 16% 17% 16% 12% 17% 
Row % 100% 42% 44% 8% 6% 
Municipal Offices           
Count 55 11 39 4 1 
Column % 11% 6% 18% 8% 3% 
Row % 100% 20% 71% 7% 2% 
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Collections Included in Municipal Comprehensive Emergency 
Management Plan (CEMP) - By Institution Type 
     
  
Are your collections included in your 
municipal comprehensive emergency 
management plan (CEMP)? 
Total Yes No Don't know 
Institution Type         
Sample Size 494 53 169 272 
Archives         
Count 31 3 19 9 
Column % 6% 6% 11% 3% 
Row % 100% 10% 61% 29% 
Academic Libraries         
Count 55 1 21 33 
Column % 11% 2% 12% 12% 
Row % 100% 2% 38% 60% 
Public Libraries         
Count 159 25 33 101 
Column % 32% 47% 20% 37% 
Row % 100% 16% 21% 64% 
Special Libraries         
Count 37 0 19 18 
Column % 7% 0% 11% 7% 
Row % 100% 0% 51% 49% 
Museums         
Count 61 7 19 35 
Column % 12% 13% 11% 13% 
Row % 100% 11% 31% 57% 
Historic Sites         
Count 18 3 7 8 
Column % 4% 6% 4% 3% 
Row % 100% 17% 39% 44% 
Historical Societies         
Count 78 4 39 35 
Column % 16% 8% 23% 13% 
Row % 100% 5% 50% 45% 
Municipal Offices         
Count 55 10 12 33 
Column % 11% 19% 7% 12% 
Row % 100% 18% 22% 60% 
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Preservation Planning Assessments - By Institution Type 
      
  
Has a general preservation assessment ever been performed at your institution? (Select 
one.) 
Total 
Yes, one has been 
performed within the last 
five years 
Yes, one was performed 
more than five years ago No Don't know 
Institution Type           
Sample Size 494 81 141 205 67 
Archives           
Count 31 12 9 8 2 
Column % 6% 15% 6% 4% 3% 
Row % 100% 39% 29% 26% 6% 
Academic Libraries           
Count 55 9 14 24 8 
Column % 11% 11% 10% 12% 12% 
Row % 100% 16% 25% 44% 15% 
Public Libraries           
Count 159 24 43 68 24 
Column % 32% 30% 30% 33% 36% 
Row % 100% 15% 27% 43% 15% 
Special Libraries           
Count 37 5 8 16 8 
Column % 7% 6% 6% 8% 12% 
Row % 100% 14% 22% 43% 22% 
Museums           
Count 61 11 25 18 7 
Column % 12% 14% 18% 9% 10% 
Row % 100% 18% 41% 30% 11% 
Historic Sites           
Count 18 4 9 5 0 
Column % 4% 5% 6% 2% 0% 
Row % 100% 22% 50% 28% 0% 
Historical Societies           
Count 78 9 23 37 9 
Column % 16% 11% 16% 18% 13% 
Row % 100% 12% 29% 47% 12% 
Municipal Offices           
Count 55 7 10 29 9 
Column % 11% 9% 7% 14% 13% 
Row % 100% 13% 18% 53% 16% 
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Written Preservation Plan - By Institution Type 
        
 Does your institution have a written, long-range preservation plan for the care of the collections? (Select one.) 
 Total Yes 
Yes, but it is not up-
to-date 
No, but one is being 
developed 
No, but preservation is 
addressed in overall long-range 
plan or other institutional 
reports No Don't know 
Institution Type        
Sample Size 494 52 43 47 78 245 29 
Archives        
Count 31 3 1 6 7 13 1 
Column % 6% 6% 2% 13% 9% 5% 3% 
Row % 100% 10% 3% 19% 23% 42% 3% 
Academic Libraries        
Count 55 4 2 7 7 29 6 
Column % 11% 8% 5% 15% 9% 12% 21% 
Row % 100% 7% 4% 13% 13% 53% 11% 
Public Libraries        
Count 159 18 18 13 27 74 9 
Column % 32% 35% 42% 28% 35% 30% 31% 
Row % 100% 11% 11% 8% 17% 47% 6% 
Special Libraries        
Count 37 2 6 0 5 20 4 
Column % 7% 4% 14% 0% 6% 8% 14% 
Row % 100% 5% 16% 0% 14% 54% 11% 
Museums        
Count 61 14 7 7 10 21 2 
Column % 12% 27% 16% 15% 13% 9% 7% 
Row % 100% 23% 11% 11% 16% 34% 3% 
Historic Sites        
Count 18 5 3 2 5 3 0 
Column % 4% 10% 7% 4% 6% 1% 0% 
Row % 100% 28% 17% 11% 28% 17% 0% 
Historical Societies        
Count 78 1 6 10 9 48 4 
Column % 16% 2% 14% 21% 12% 20% 14% 
Row % 100% 1% 8% 13% 12% 62% 5% 
Municipal Offices        
Count 55 5 0 2 8 37 3 
Column % 11% 10% 0% 4% 10% 15% 10% 
Row % 100% 9% 0% 4% 15% 67% 5% 
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Environmental Monitoring - By Institution Type 
       
  
Does your institution monitor temperature and/or relative humidity in storage and/or exhibition spaces? (Select one.) 
Total Yes, in storage spaces Yes, in exhibition spaces 
Yes, in both storage and 
exhibition spaces No Don't know 
Institution Type             
Sample Size 494 81 13 117 261 22 
Archives             
Count 31 15 0 7 9 0 
Column % 6% 19% 0% 6% 3% 0% 
Row % 100% 48% 0% 23% 29% 0% 
Academic Libraries             
Count 55 12 0 16 22 5 
Column % 11% 15% 0% 14% 8% 23% 
Row % 100% 22% 0% 29% 40% 9% 
Public Libraries             
Count 159 16 3 29 106 5 
Column % 32% 20% 23% 25% 41% 23% 
Row % 100% 10% 2% 18% 67% 3% 
Special Libraries             
Count 37 5 0 10 20 2 
Column % 7% 6% 0% 9% 8% 9% 
Row % 100% 14% 0% 27% 54% 5% 
Museums             
Count 61 4 3 32 20 2 
Column % 12% 5% 23% 27% 8% 9% 
Row % 100% 7% 5% 52% 33% 3% 
Historic Sites             
Count 18 4 1 5 8 0 
Column % 4% 5% 8% 4% 3% 0% 
Row % 100% 22% 6% 28% 44% 0% 
Historical Societies             
Count 78 8 6 18 43 3 
Column % 16% 10% 46% 15% 16% 14% 
Row % 100% 10% 8% 23% 55% 4% 
Municipal Offices             
Count 55 17 0 0 33 5 
Column % 11% 21% 0% 0% 13% 23% 
Row % 100% 31% 0% 0% 60% 9% 
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Light Reduction in Storage Areas - By Institution Type 
             
  
What steps have been taken to reduce the amount of light in the storage environment?  (Select all that apply, or "none.") 
Total Awnings Curtains 
Environment 
has no 
windows 
Roof 
Overhangs Shades Shutters  
Turning off 
Lights 
UV-
Filtering 
Film 
UV-
Filtering 
Glass None Other 
Institution Type                         
Sample Size 494 2 61 135 10 130 18 250 69 26 125 53 
Archives                         
Count 31 0 0 14 0 9 0 25 8 2 2 3 
Column % 6% 0% 0% 10% 0% 7% 0% 10% 12% 8% 2% 6% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 45% 0% 29% 0% 81% 26% 6% 6% 10% 
Academic Libraries                         
Count 55 0 5 19 0 15 0 26 9 5 12 7 
Column % 11% 0% 8% 14% 0% 12% 0% 10% 13% 19% 10% 13% 
Row % 100% 0% 9% 35% 0% 27% 0% 47% 16% 9% 22% 13% 
Public Libraries                         
Count 159 0 8 30 2 42 2 65 13 5 57 13 
Column % 32% 0% 13% 22% 20% 32% 11% 26% 19% 19% 46% 25% 
Row % 100% 0% 5% 19% 1% 26% 1% 41% 8% 3% 36% 8% 
Special Libraries                         
Count 37 0 2 10 0 11 0 19 4 2 13 8 
Column % 7% 0% 3% 7% 0% 8% 0% 8% 6% 8% 10% 15% 
Row % 100% 0% 5% 27% 0% 30% 0% 51% 11% 5% 35% 22% 
Museums                         
Count 61 1 14 23 2 21 7 41 15 5 6 9 
Column % 12% 50% 23% 17% 20% 16% 39% 16% 22% 19% 5% 17% 
Row % 100% 2% 23% 38% 3% 34% 11% 67% 25% 8% 10% 15% 
Historic Sites                         
Count 18 0 6 4 1 3 1 11 3 3 3 3 
Column % 4% 0% 10% 3% 10% 2% 6% 4% 4% 12% 2% 6% 
Row % 100% 0% 33% 22% 6% 17% 6% 61% 17% 17% 17% 17% 
Historical Societies                         
Count 78 0 26 17 2 26 8 46 15 4 10 7 
Column % 16% 0% 43% 13% 20% 20% 44% 18% 22% 15% 8% 13% 
Row % 100% 0% 33% 22% 3% 33% 10% 59% 19% 5% 13% 9% 
Municipal Offices                         
Count 55 1 0 18 3 3 0 17 2 0 22 3 
Column % 11% 50% 0% 13% 30% 2% 0% 7% 3% 0% 18% 6% 
Row % 100% 2% 0% 33% 5% 5% 0% 31% 4% 0% 40% 5% 
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Light Reduction - Exhibits - By Institution Type 
               
  
What steps have been taken to reduce the amount of light in the exhibit environment? 
(Select all that apply, "none," or "my institution does not exhibit materials.") 
Total Awnings 
Covering 
display cases 
when 
institution is 
closed Curtains 
Environment 
has no 
windows 
Roof 
Overhangs Shades Shutters 
Turning 
off 
lights 
UV-
Filtering 
Film 
UV-
Filtering 
Glass None 
My 
institution 
does not 
exhibit 
materials Other 
Institution Type                             
Sample Size 494 5 26 56 34 10 106 31 171 80 39 135 107 42 
Archives                             
Count 31 2 1 2 3 1 3 3 9 5 2 10 7 5 
Column % 6% 40% 4% 4% 9% 10% 3% 10% 5% 6% 5% 7% 7% 12% 
Row % 100% 6% 3% 6% 10% 3% 10% 10% 29% 16% 6% 32% 23% 16% 
Academic Libraries                             
Count 55 1 2 3 6 0 6 0 15 7 5 20 11 1 
Column % 11% 20% 8% 5% 18% 0% 6% 0% 9% 9% 13% 15% 10% 2% 
Row % 100% 2% 4% 5% 11% 0% 11% 0% 27% 13% 9% 36% 20% 2% 
Public Libraries                             
Count 159 0 1 8 2 3 29 0 37 8 6 58 43 7 
Column % 32% 0% 4% 14% 6% 30% 27% 0% 22% 10% 15% 43% 40% 17% 
Row % 100% 0% 1% 5% 1% 2% 18% 0% 23% 5% 4% 36% 27% 4% 
Special Libraries                             
Count 37 0 1 2 2 1 7 0 8 6 1 8 16 2 
Column % 7% 0% 4% 4% 6% 10% 7% 0% 5% 8% 3% 6% 15% 5% 
Row % 100% 0% 3% 5% 5% 3% 19% 0% 22% 16% 3% 22% 43% 5% 
Museums                             
Count 61 1 8 16 12 3 25 9 42 26 13 4 1 14 
Column % 12% 20% 31% 29% 35% 30% 24% 29% 25% 33% 33% 3% 1% 33% 
Row % 100% 2% 13% 26% 20% 5% 41% 15% 69% 43% 21% 7% 2% 23% 
Historic Sites                             
Count 18 1 2 5 1 1 9 5 10 7 5 2 0 2 
Column % 4% 20% 8% 9% 3% 10% 8% 16% 6% 9% 13% 1% 0% 5% 
Row % 100% 6% 11% 28% 6% 6% 50% 28% 56% 39% 28% 11% 0% 11% 
Historical Societies                             
Count 78 0 11 20 2 0 24 14 45 20 7 12 5 8 
Column % 16% 0% 42% 36% 6% 0% 23% 45% 26% 25% 18% 9% 5% 19% 
Row % 100% 0% 14% 26% 3% 0% 31% 18% 58% 26% 9% 15% 6% 10% 
Municipal Offices                             
Count 55 0 0 0 6 1 3 0 5 1 0 21 24 3 
Column % 11% 0% 0% 0% 18% 10% 3% 0% 3% 1% 0% 16% 22% 7% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 0% 11% 2% 5% 0% 9% 2% 0% 38% 44% 5% 
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Lighting Types Used in Storage Areas - By Institution Type 
          
  
What types of lighting are used in your storage area(s)? (Select all that apply or "don't know.") 
Total 
Fluorescent with 
UV filters 
Fluorescent 
without UV filters Halogen Incandescent LED Natural light Don't know Other 
Institution Type                   
Sample Size 495 158 259 29 155 18 215 67 20 
Archives                   
Count 31 12 16 0 5 2 7 3 0 
Column % 6% 8% 6% 0% 3% 11% 3% 4% 0% 
Row % 100% 39% 52% 0% 16% 6% 23% 10% 0% 
Academic Libraries                   
Count 55 25 28 2 8 1 23 9 5 
Column % 11% 16% 11% 7% 5% 6% 11% 13% 25% 
Row % 100% 45% 51% 4% 15% 2% 42% 16% 9% 
Public Libraries                   
Count 159 46 96 14 41 10 77 23 7 
Column % 32% 29% 37% 48% 26% 56% 36% 34% 35% 
Row % 100% 29% 60% 9% 26% 6% 48% 14% 4% 
Special Libraries                   
Count 37 12 26 0 12 1 16 3 1 
Column % 7% 8% 10% 0% 8% 6% 7% 4% 5% 
Row % 100% 32% 70% 0% 32% 3% 43% 8% 3% 
Museums                   
Count 61 30 23 7 30 1 26 4 2 
Column % 12% 19% 9% 24% 19% 6% 12% 6% 10% 
Row % 100% 49% 38% 11% 49% 2% 43% 7% 3% 
Historic Sites                   
Count 18 8 3 1 9 0 10 2 0 
Column % 4% 5% 1% 3% 6% 0% 5% 3% 0% 
Row % 100% 44% 17% 6% 50% 0% 56% 11% 0% 
Historical Societies                   
Count 78 12 40 5 40 2 48 7 4 
Column % 16% 8% 15% 17% 26% 11% 22% 10% 20% 
Row % 100% 15% 51% 6% 51% 3% 62% 9% 5% 
Municipal Offices                   
Count 56 13 27 0 10 1 8 16 1 
Column % 11% 8% 10% 0% 6% 6% 4% 24% 5% 
Row % 100% 23% 48% 0% 18% 2% 14% 29% 2% 
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Lighting Types Used in Exhibit Areas - By Institution Type 
          
  
What types of lighting are used in your exhibit area(s)? (Select all that apply or "don't know.") 
Total 
Fluorescent with 
UV filters 
Fluorescent 
without UV filters Halogen Incandescent LED Natural light Don't know Other 
Institution Type                   
Sample Size 276 75 104 51 124 23 157 33 13 
Archives                   
Count 13 5 4 2 3 0 6 3 1 
Column % 5% 7% 4% 4% 2% 0% 4% 9% 8% 
Row % 100% 38% 31% 15% 23% 0% 46% 23% 8% 
Academic Libraries                   
Count 36 9 18 5 7 3 21 7 2 
Column % 13% 12% 17% 10% 6% 13% 13% 21% 15% 
Row % 100% 25% 50% 14% 19% 8% 58% 19% 6% 
Public Libraries                   
Count 73 23 41 8 20 6 37 10 4 
Column % 26% 31% 39% 16% 16% 26% 24% 30% 31% 
Row % 100% 32% 56% 11% 27% 8% 51% 14% 5% 
Special Libraries                   
Count 13 5 6 1 4 2 6 3 1 
Column % 5% 7% 6% 2% 3% 9% 4% 9% 8% 
Row % 100% 38% 46% 8% 31% 15% 46% 23% 8% 
Museums                   
Count 55 19 9 21 35 10 31 3 3 
Column % 20% 25% 9% 41% 28% 43% 20% 9% 23% 
Row % 100% 35% 16% 38% 64% 18% 56% 5% 5% 
Historic Sites                   
Count 17 3 2 6 13 0 11 0 0 
Column % 6% 4% 2% 12% 10% 0% 7% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 18% 12% 35% 76% 0% 65% 0% 0% 
Historical Societies                   
Count 64 10 21 8 41 2 43 6 2 
Column % 23% 13% 20% 16% 33% 9% 27% 18% 15% 
Row % 100% 16% 33% 13% 64% 3% 67% 9% 3% 
Municipal Offices                   
Count 5 1 3 0 1 0 2 1 0 
Column % 2% 1% 3% 0% 1% 0% 1% 3% 0% 
Row % 100% 20% 60% 0% 20% 0% 40% 20% 0% 
 
  
Massachusetts Connecting to Collections Statewide Preservation Survey 
Final Report:  Appendix I—Raw Data by Institution Type 
March 28, 2011  
207 
 
 
Pest Management Methods - By Institution Type 
            
  
What does your institution's pest management program include?  (Select all that apply, "no pest management activities," or "don't know.") 
Total 
Examination 
of incoming 
collections 
for pests 
Preventive pest 
management 
techniques (e.g., 
elimination of food 
and water sources, 
sealing windows and 
doors) 
Preventive use of 
pesticides (e.g., 
periodic treatment 
whether or not 
there are signs of 
infestation) 
Routine 
maintenance 
and 
housekeeping 
Routine 
pest 
monitoring 
using 
traps 
Use of non-
chemical 
methods to 
treat 
infestations 
(e.g., freezing 
or anoxia) 
Use of 
pesticides 
to treat 
specific 
infestations 
No pest 
management 
activities 
Don't 
know Other 
Institution Type                       
Sample Size 494 146 176 73 285 127 29 89 109 47 15 
Archives                       
Count 31 14 14 3 23 6 2 2 6 3 1 
Column % 6% 10% 8% 4% 8% 5% 7% 2% 6% 6% 7% 
Row % 100% 45% 45% 10% 74% 19% 6% 6% 19% 10% 3% 
Academic Libraries                       
Count 55 17 17 8 32 17 1 6 7 8 4 
Column % 11% 12% 10% 11% 11% 13% 3% 7% 6% 17% 27% 
Row % 100% 31% 31% 15% 58% 31% 2% 11% 13% 15% 7% 
Public Libraries                       
Count 159 35 52 29 92 39 4 34 36 7 3 
Column % 32% 24% 30% 40% 32% 31% 14% 38% 33% 15% 20% 
Row % 100% 22% 33% 18% 58% 25% 3% 21% 23% 4% 2% 
Special Libraries                       
Count 37 6 13 4 21 7 2 8 5 9 0 
Column % 7% 4% 7% 5% 7% 6% 7% 9% 5% 19% 0% 
Row % 100% 16% 35% 11% 57% 19% 5% 22% 14% 24% 0% 
Museums                       
Count 61 32 38 14 49 27 12 12 6 1 2 
Column % 12% 22% 22% 19% 17% 21% 41% 13% 6% 2% 13% 
Row % 100% 52% 62% 23% 80% 44% 20% 20% 10% 2% 3% 
Historic Sites                       
Count 18 9 11 5 15 9 5 4 2 0 1 
Column % 4% 6% 6% 7% 5% 7% 17% 4% 2% 0% 7% 
Row % 100% 50% 61% 28% 83% 50% 28% 22% 11% 0% 6% 
Historical Societies                       
Count 78 30 28 8 45 19 3 21 21 3 3 
Column % 16% 21% 16% 11% 16% 15% 10% 24% 19% 6% 20% 
Row % 100% 38% 36% 10% 58% 24% 4% 27% 27% 4% 4% 
Municipal Offices                       
Count 55 3 3 2 8 3 0 2 26 16 1 
Column % 11% 2% 2% 3% 3% 2% 0% 2% 24% 34% 7% 
Row % 100% 5% 5% 4% 15% 5% 0% 4% 47% 29% 2% 
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Protective Enclosure - By Institution Type 
     
  
Does your institution house any collection 
materials in chemically stable protective 
enclosures? 
Total Yes No Don't know 
Institution Type         
Sample Size 494 221 236 37 
Archives         
Count 31 22 9 0 
Column % 6% 10% 4% 0% 
Row % 100% 71% 29% 0% 
Academic Libraries         
Count 55 28 24 3 
Column % 11% 13% 10% 8% 
Row % 100% 51% 44% 5% 
Public Libraries         
Count 159 59 95 5 
Column % 32% 27% 40% 14% 
Row % 100% 37% 60% 3% 
Special Libraries         
Count 37 14 19 4 
Column % 7% 6% 8% 11% 
Row % 100% 38% 51% 11% 
Museums         
Count 61 32 25 4 
Column % 12% 14% 11% 11% 
Row % 100% 52% 41% 7% 
Historic Sites         
Count 18 8 8 2 
Column % 4% 4% 3% 5% 
Row % 100% 44% 44% 11% 
Historical Societies         
Count 78 40 27 11 
Column % 16% 18% 11% 30% 
Row % 100% 51% 35% 14% 
Municipal Offices         
Count 55 18 29 8 
Column % 11% 8% 12% 22% 
Row % 100% 33% 53% 15% 
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Preservation Activities - Collections Cleaning - By Institution Type 
                  
 Does your institution have a routine collections cleaning program that follows accepted preservation practices? 
 Stacks cleaning  Cleaning of collections  Cleaning of exhibits 
 Total Yes No Don't know 
Not 
applicable Total Yes No 
Don't 
know 
Not 
applicable Total Yes No 
Don't 
know 
Not 
applicable 
        Institution Type                  
              Sample Size 494 125 296 23 50  494 91 346 29 28  494 114 253 25 102 
Archives                  
Count 31 13 16 0 2  31 7 20 0 4  31 5 10 0 16 
Column % 6% 10% 5% 0% 4%  6% 8% 6% 0% 14%  6% 4% 4% 0% 16% 
Row % 100% 42% 52% 0% 6%  100% 23% 65% 0% 13%  100% 16% 32% 0% 52% 
Academic Libraries                  
Count 55 25 28 2 0  55 8 42 4 1  55 12 28 4 11 
Column % 11% 20% 9% 9% 0%  11% 9% 12% 14% 4%  11% 11% 11% 16% 11% 
Row % 100% 45% 51% 4% 0%  100% 15% 76% 7% 2%  100% 22% 51% 7% 20% 
Public Libraries                  
Count 159 51 100 8 0  159 22 123 8 6  159 14 108 8 29 
Column % 32% 41% 34% 35% 0%  32% 24% 36% 28% 21%  32% 12% 43% 32% 28% 
Row % 100% 32% 63% 5% 0%  100% 14% 77% 5% 4%  100% 9% 68% 5% 18% 
Special Libraries                  
Count 37 5 30 1 1  37 5 29 1 2  37 6 15 2 14 
Column % 7% 4% 10% 4% 2%  7% 5% 8% 3% 7%  7% 5% 6% 8% 14% 
Row % 100% 14% 81% 3% 3%  100% 14% 78% 3% 5%  100% 16% 41% 5% 38% 
Museums                  
Count 61 17 26 2 16  61 22 32 4 3  61 38 20 2 1 
Column % 12% 14% 9% 9% 32%  12% 24% 9% 14% 11%  12% 33% 8% 8% 1% 
Row % 100% 28% 43% 3% 26%  100% 36% 52% 7% 5%  100% 62% 33% 3% 2% 
Historic Sites                  
Count 18 3 5 2 8  18 8 8 2 0  18 10 7 1 0 
Column % 4% 2% 2% 9% 16%  4% 9% 2% 7% 0%  4% 9% 3% 4% 0% 
Row % 100% 17% 28% 11% 44%  100% 44% 44% 11% 0%  100% 56% 39% 6% 0% 
Historical Societies                  
Count 78 9 54 3 12  78 19 53 4 2  78 29 37 4 8 
Column % 16% 7% 18% 13% 24%  16% 21% 15% 14% 7%  16% 25% 15% 16% 8% 
Row % 100% 12% 69% 4% 15%  100% 24% 68% 5% 3%  100% 37% 47% 5% 10% 
Municipal Offices                  
Count 55 2 37 5 11  55 0 39 6 10  55 0 28 4 23 
Column % 11% 2% 13% 22% 22%  11% 0% 11% 21% 36%  11% 0% 11% 16% 23% 
Row % 100% 4% 67% 9% 20%  100% 0% 71% 11% 18%  100% 0% 51% 7% 42% 
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Reformatting - Digitization - By Institution Type 
       
  
Does your institution reformat collections for preservation? - Digitization 
Total 
Done only by 
institution staff 
(including parent 
institution) 
Done only by external 
provider 
Done by institution 
staff and external 
provider Not done Don't know 
Institution Type             
Sample Size 493 136 37 95 210 15 
Archives             
Count 30 8 2 15 4 1 
Column % 6% 6% 5% 16% 2% 7% 
Row % 100% 27% 7% 50% 13% 3% 
Academic Libraries             
Count 55 19 5 12 19 0 
Column % 11% 14% 14% 13% 9% 0% 
Row % 100% 35% 9% 22% 35% 0% 
Public Libraries             
Count 159 24 17 30 86 2 
Column % 32% 18% 46% 32% 41% 13% 
Row % 100% 15% 11% 19% 54% 1% 
Special Libraries             
Count 37 11 0 9 15 2 
Column % 8% 8% 0% 9% 7% 13% 
Row % 100% 30% 0% 24% 41% 5% 
Museums             
Count 61 25 1 14 20 1 
Column % 12% 18% 3% 15% 10% 7% 
Row % 100% 41% 2% 23% 33% 2% 
Historic Sites             
Count 18 9 0 2 6 1 
Column % 4% 7% 0% 2% 3% 7% 
Row % 100% 50% 0% 11% 33% 6% 
Historical Societies             
Count 78 35 5 9 26 3 
Column % 16% 26% 14% 9% 12% 20% 
Row % 100% 45% 6% 12% 33% 4% 
Municipal Offices             
Count 55 5 7 4 34 5 
Column % 11% 4% 19% 4% 16% 33% 
Row % 100% 9% 13% 7% 62% 9% 
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Reformatting - Microfilming - By Institution Type 
       
  
Does your institution reformat collections for preservation? - Microfilming 
Total 
Done only by 
institution staff 
(including parent 
institution) 
Done only by external 
provider 
Done by institution 
staff and external 
provider Not done Don't know 
Institution Type             
Sample Size 493 7 145 9 318 14 
Archives             
Count 30 0 13 0 16 1 
Column % 6% 0% 9% 0% 5% 7% 
Row % 100% 0% 43% 0% 53% 3% 
Academic Libraries             
Count 55 2 19 0 34 0 
Column % 11% 29% 13% 0% 11% 0% 
Row % 100% 4% 35% 0% 62% 0% 
Public Libraries             
Count 159 2 62 5 90 0 
Column % 32% 29% 43% 56% 28% 0% 
Row % 100% 1% 39% 3% 57% 0% 
Special Libraries             
Count 37 1 6 1 27 2 
Column % 8% 14% 4% 11% 8% 14% 
Row % 100% 3% 16% 3% 73% 5% 
Museums             
Count 61 1 9 0 49 2 
Column % 12% 14% 6% 0% 15% 14% 
Row % 100% 2% 15% 0% 80% 3% 
Historic Sites             
Count 18 0 4 0 12 2 
Column % 4% 0% 3% 0% 4% 14% 
Row % 100% 0% 22% 0% 67% 11% 
Historical Societies             
Count 78 1 7 1 66 3 
Column % 16% 14% 5% 11% 21% 21% 
Row % 100% 1% 9% 1% 85% 4% 
Municipal Offices             
Count 55 0 25 2 24 4 
Column % 11% 0% 17% 22% 8% 29% 
Row % 100% 0% 45% 4% 44% 7% 
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Reformatting - Preservation Photocopying - By Institution Type 
       
  
Does your institution reformat collections for preservation? - Preservation Photocopying 
Total 
Done only by 
institution staff 
(including parent 
institution) 
Done only by 
external provider 
Done by institution 
staff and external 
provider Not done Don't know 
Institution Type             
Sample Size 493 204 12 29 232 16 
Archives             
Count 30 20 2 0 7 1 
Column % 6% 10% 17% 0% 3% 6% 
Row % 100% 67% 7% 0% 23% 3% 
Academic Libraries             
Count 55 24 1 5 23 2 
Column % 11% 12% 8% 17% 10% 13% 
Row % 100% 44% 2% 9% 42% 4% 
Public Libraries             
Count 159 57 5 11 86 0 
Column % 32% 28% 42% 38% 37% 0% 
Row % 100% 36% 3% 7% 54% 0% 
Special Libraries             
Count 37 12 0 4 20 1 
Column % 8% 6% 0% 14% 9% 6% 
Row % 100% 32% 0% 11% 54% 3% 
Museums             
Count 61 29 0 3 26 3 
Column % 12% 14% 0% 10% 11% 19% 
Row % 100% 48% 0% 5% 43% 5% 
Historic Sites             
Count 18 9 1 0 6 2 
Column % 4% 4% 8% 0% 3% 13% 
Row % 100% 50% 6% 0% 33% 11% 
Historical Societies             
Count 78 47 2 3 24 2 
Column % 16% 23% 17% 10% 10% 13% 
Row % 100% 60% 3% 4% 31% 3% 
Municipal Offices             
Count 55 6 1 3 40 5 
Column % 11% 3% 8% 10% 17% 31% 
Row % 100% 11% 2% 5% 73% 9% 
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Reformatting - Reproduction of Artifacts - By Institution Type 
       
  
Does your institution reformat collections for preservation? - Reproduction of artifacts for use or exhibit 
Total 
Done only by 
institution staff 
(including parent 
institution) 
Done only by 
external provider 
Done by institution 
staff and external 
provider Not done Don't know 
Institution Type             
Sample Size 493 67 20 32 356 18 
Archives             
Count 30 7 3 2 18 0 
Column % 6% 10% 15% 6% 5% 0% 
Row % 100% 23% 10% 7% 60% 0% 
Academic Libraries             
Count 55 11 2 6 34 2 
Column % 11% 16% 10% 19% 10% 11% 
Row % 100% 20% 4% 11% 62% 4% 
Public Libraries             
Count 159 13 4 5 134 3 
Column % 32% 19% 20% 16% 38% 17% 
Row % 100% 8% 3% 3% 84% 2% 
Special Libraries             
Count 37 2 1 2 30 2 
Column % 8% 3% 5% 6% 8% 11% 
Row % 100% 5% 3% 5% 81% 5% 
Museums             
Count 61 11 4 10 35 1 
Column % 12% 16% 20% 31% 10% 6% 
Row % 100% 18% 7% 16% 57% 2% 
Historic Sites             
Count 18 2 1 4 9 2 
Column % 4% 3% 5% 13% 3% 11% 
Row % 100% 11% 6% 22% 50% 11% 
Historical Societies             
Count 78 20 3 2 51 2 
Column % 16% 30% 15% 6% 14% 11% 
Row % 100% 26% 4% 3% 65% 3% 
Municipal Offices             
Count 55 1 2 1 45 6 
Column % 11% 1% 10% 3% 13% 33% 
Row % 100% 2% 4% 2% 82% 11% 
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Reformatting - Transfer of AV Recordings - By Institution Type 
       
  
Does your institution reformat collections for preservation? - Transfer of AV recordings to current media 
Total 
Done only by 
institution staff 
(including parent 
institution) 
Done only by 
external provider 
Done by institution 
staff and external 
provider Not done Don't know 
Institution Type             
Sample Size 493 42 47 44 341 19 
Archives             
Count 30 3 5 11 11 0 
Column % 6% 7% 11% 25% 3% 0% 
Row % 100% 10% 17% 37% 37% 0% 
Academic Libraries             
Count 55 10 7 10 27 1 
Column % 11% 24% 15% 23% 8% 5% 
Row % 100% 18% 13% 18% 49% 2% 
Public Libraries             
Count 159 6 11 7 132 3 
Column % 32% 14% 23% 16% 39% 16% 
Row % 100% 4% 7% 4% 83% 2% 
Special Libraries             
Count 37 4 2 5 24 2 
Column % 8% 10% 4% 11% 7% 11% 
Row % 100% 11% 5% 14% 65% 5% 
Museums             
Count 61 8 8 6 37 2 
Column % 12% 19% 17% 14% 11% 11% 
Row % 100% 13% 13% 10% 61% 3% 
Historic Sites             
Count 18 1 3 1 11 2 
Column % 4% 2% 6% 2% 3% 11% 
Row % 100% 6% 17% 6% 61% 11% 
Historical Societies             
Count 78 10 9 4 52 3 
Column % 16% 24% 19% 9% 15% 16% 
Row % 100% 13% 12% 5% 67% 4% 
Municipal Offices             
Count 55 0 2 0 47 6 
Column % 11% 0% 4% 0% 14% 32% 
Row % 100% 0% 4% 0% 85% 11% 
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Reformatting - Transfer of Photographs - By Institution Type 
       
  
Does your institution reformat collections for preservation? - Transfer of photographs to polyester film 
Total 
Done only by 
institution staff 
(including parent 
institution) 
Done only by 
external provider 
Done by institution 
staff and external 
provider Not done Don't know 
Institution Type             
Sample Size 493 5 9 4 441 34 
Archives             
Count 30 1 0 1 26 2 
Column % 6% 20% 0% 25% 6% 6% 
Row % 100% 3% 0% 3% 87% 7% 
Academic Libraries             
Count 55 1 0 0 50 4 
Column % 11% 20% 0% 0% 11% 12% 
Row % 100% 2% 0% 0% 91% 7% 
Public Libraries             
Count 159 0 3 0 151 5 
Column % 32% 0% 33% 0% 34% 15% 
Row % 100% 0% 2% 0% 95% 3% 
Special Libraries             
Count 37 0 0 1 32 4 
Column % 8% 0% 0% 25% 7% 12% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 3% 86% 11% 
Museums             
Count 61 1 0 2 55 3 
Column % 12% 20% 0% 50% 12% 9% 
Row % 100% 2% 0% 3% 90% 5% 
Historic Sites             
Count 18 0 2 0 14 2 
Column % 4% 0% 22% 0% 3% 6% 
Row % 100% 0% 11% 0% 78% 11% 
Historical Societies             
Count 78 1 2 0 68 7 
Column % 16% 20% 22% 0% 15% 21% 
Row % 100% 1% 3% 0% 87% 9% 
Municipal Offices             
Count 55 1 2 0 45 7 
Column % 11% 20% 22% 0% 10% 21% 
Row % 100% 2% 4% 0% 82% 13% 
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Conservation Treatment - By Institution Type 
       
  
Are conservation treatments performed on items in your collection?  (Select one.) 
Total 
Yes, materials are 
treated by in-
house staff 
Yes, materials are 
treated by external 
provider(s) 
Yes, materials are 
treated by in-
house staff and by 
external 
provider(s) No Don't know 
Institution Type             
Sample Size 493 76 83 74 239 21 
Archives             
Count 30 8 9 4 9 0 
Column % 6% 11% 11% 5% 4% 0% 
Row % 100% 27% 30% 13% 30% 0% 
Academic Libraries             
Count 55 12 3 14 25 1 
Column % 11% 16% 4% 19% 10% 5% 
Row % 100% 22% 5% 25% 45% 2% 
Public Libraries             
Count 159 24 18 15 101 1 
Column % 32% 32% 22% 20% 42% 5% 
Row % 100% 15% 11% 9% 64% 1% 
Special Libraries             
Count 37 7 1 4 22 3 
Column % 8% 9% 1% 5% 9% 14% 
Row % 100% 19% 3% 11% 59% 8% 
Museums             
Count 61 7 16 16 18 4 
Column % 12% 9% 19% 22% 8% 19% 
Row % 100% 11% 26% 26% 30% 7% 
Historic Sites             
Count 18 4 8 3 3 0 
Column % 4% 5% 10% 4% 1% 0% 
Row % 100% 22% 44% 17% 17% 0% 
Historical Societies             
Count 78 10 11 18 34 5 
Column % 16% 13% 13% 24% 14% 24% 
Row % 100% 13% 14% 23% 44% 6% 
Municipal Offices             
Count 55 4 17 0 27 7 
Column % 11% 5% 20% 0% 11% 33% 
Row % 100% 7% 31% 0% 49% 13% 
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Types of Materials Exhibited - By Institution Type 
       
  
Does your institution exhibit materials from its collections? (Select one.) 
Total 
Yes, we exhibit only rare, 
valuable, and/or 
irreplaceable materials 
Yes, we exhibit only non-
rare, non-valuable, and/or 
replaceable materials 
Yes, we exhibit both 
rare/valuable/irreplaceable 
and non-rare/non-
valuable/replaceable 
materials No Don't know 
Institution Type             
Sample Size 494 6 43 270 167 8 
Archives             
Count 31 0 8 13 9 1 
Column % 6% 0% 19% 5% 5% 13% 
Row % 100% 0% 26% 42% 29% 3% 
Academic Libraries             
Count 55 1 5 35 13 1 
Column % 11% 17% 12% 13% 8% 13% 
Row % 100% 2% 9% 64% 24% 2% 
Public Libraries             
Count 159 2 16 71 69 1 
Column % 32% 33% 37% 26% 41% 13% 
Row % 100% 1% 10% 45% 43% 1% 
Special Libraries             
Count 37 0 2 13 20 2 
Column % 7% 0% 5% 5% 12% 25% 
Row % 100% 0% 5% 35% 54% 5% 
Museums             
Count 61 2 4 53 2 0 
Column % 12% 33% 9% 20% 1% 0% 
Row % 100% 3% 7% 87% 3% 0% 
Historic Sites             
Count 18 1 1 16 0 0 
Column % 4% 17% 2% 6% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 6% 6% 89% 0% 0% 
Historical Societies             
Count 78 0 4 64 10 0 
Column % 16% 0% 9% 24% 6% 0% 
Row % 100% 0% 5% 82% 13% 0% 
Municipal Offices             
Count 55 0 3 5 44 3 
Column % 11% 0% 7% 2% 26% 38% 
Row % 100% 0% 5% 9% 80% 5% 
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Exhibit Setting - By Institution Type 
            
  
Please indicate the setting in which rare, valuable, and/or irreplaceable materials are exhibited.  (Select all that apply.) 
Total Basement Attic 
Exhibition 
gallery 
Period 
room/historic 
house 
Research 
room 
Staff 
offices 
Function 
room Outdoors Lobby Other 
Institution Type                       
Sample Size 277 17 5 161 85 84 54 54 12 96 50 
Archives                       
Count 13 0 0 9 2 5 1 1 0 6 2 
Column % 5% 0% 0% 6% 2% 6% 2% 2% 0% 6% 4% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 69% 15% 38% 8% 8% 0% 46% 15% 
Academic Libraries                       
Count 36 2 0 26 1 11 7 8 0 19 5 
Column % 13% 12% 0% 16% 1% 13% 13% 15% 0% 20% 10% 
Row % 100% 6% 0% 72% 3% 31% 19% 22% 0% 53% 14% 
Public Libraries                       
Count 74 6 2 25 10 27 21 12 2 40 28 
Column % 27% 35% 40% 16% 12% 32% 39% 22% 17% 42% 56% 
Row % 100% 8% 3% 34% 14% 36% 28% 16% 3% 54% 38% 
Special Libraries                       
Count 13 0 0 7 1 5 3 3 1 2 1 
Column % 5% 0% 0% 4% 1% 6% 6% 6% 8% 2% 2% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 54% 8% 38% 23% 23% 8% 15% 8% 
Museums                       
Count 55 3 1 47 21 15 8 10 7 14 6 
Column % 20% 18% 20% 29% 25% 18% 15% 19% 58% 15% 12% 
Row % 100% 5% 2% 85% 38% 27% 15% 18% 13% 25% 11% 
Historic Sites                       
Count 17 0 0 7 13 2 1 5 2 1 1 
Column % 6% 0% 0% 4% 15% 2% 2% 9% 17% 1% 2% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 41% 76% 12% 6% 29% 12% 6% 6% 
Historical Societies                       
Count 64 6 2 39 37 18 11 15 0 11 6 
Column % 23% 35% 40% 24% 44% 21% 20% 28% 0% 11% 12% 
Row % 100% 9% 3% 61% 58% 28% 17% 23% 0% 17% 9% 
Municipal Offices                       
Count 5 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 3 1 
Column % 2% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 4% 0% 0% 3% 2% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 20% 0% 20% 40% 0% 0% 60% 20% 
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Use of Exhibit Mounts - By Institution Type 
       
  
If your institution uses exhibit mounts/supports and/or display cases, are they constructed from materials that 
will not damage, and that properly support, the items being exhibited? (Select one.) 
Total 
Yes, for some 
exhibited 
materials 
Yes, for most 
exhibited 
materials 
Yes, for all 
exhibited 
materials Don't know 
Not applicable (my institution 
does not use exhibit 
mounts/supports or display 
cases) 
Institution Type             
Sample Size 277 55 90 95 24 13 
Archives             
Count 13 2 3 8 0 0 
Column % 5% 4% 3% 8% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 15% 23% 62% 0% 0% 
Academic Libraries             
Count 36 7 12 14 3 0 
Column % 13% 13% 13% 15% 13% 0% 
Row % 100% 19% 33% 39% 8% 0% 
Public Libraries             
Count 74 11 25 17 16 5 
Column % 27% 20% 28% 18% 67% 38% 
Row % 100% 15% 34% 23% 22% 7% 
Special Libraries             
Count 13 2 3 7 1 0 
Column % 5% 4% 3% 7% 4% 0% 
Row % 100% 15% 23% 54% 8% 0% 
Museums             
Count 55 12 15 27 0 1 
Column % 20% 22% 17% 28% 0% 8% 
Row % 100% 22% 27% 49% 0% 2% 
Historic Sites             
Count 17 4 5 7 0 1 
Column % 6% 7% 6% 7% 0% 8% 
Row % 100% 24% 29% 41% 0% 6% 
Historical Societies             
Count 64 17 27 14 2 4 
Column % 23% 31% 30% 15% 8% 31% 
Row % 100% 27% 42% 22% 3% 6% 
Municipal Offices             
Count 5 0 0 1 2 2 
Column % 2% 0% 0% 1% 8% 15% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 20% 40% 40% 
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Materials on Permanent Exhibit - By Institution Type 
     
  
Does your institution place on 
permanent exhibition any materials that 
it plans to maintain in perpetuity? 
(Select one.) 
Total Yes No Don't know 
Institution Type         
Sample Size 277 188 80 9 
Archives         
Count 13 3 10 0 
Column % 5% 2% 13% 0% 
Row % 100% 23% 77% 0% 
Academic Libraries         
Count 36 17 18 1 
Column % 13% 9% 23% 11% 
Row % 100% 47% 50% 3% 
Public Libraries         
Count 74 49 25 0 
Column % 27% 26% 31% 0% 
Row % 100% 66% 34% 0% 
Special Libraries         
Count 13 7 4 2 
Column % 5% 4% 5% 22% 
Row % 100% 54% 31% 15% 
Museums         
Count 55 44 8 3 
Column % 20% 23% 10% 33% 
Row % 100% 80% 15% 5% 
Historic Sites         
Count 17 15 2 0 
Column % 6% 8% 3% 0% 
Row % 100% 88% 12% 0% 
Historical Societies         
Count 64 51 11 2 
Column % 23% 27% 14% 22% 
Row % 100% 80% 17% 3% 
Municipal Offices         
Count 5 2 2 1 
Column % 2% 1% 3% 11% 
Row % 100% 40% 40% 20% 
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Information Resources - By Institution Type 
             
  
What resources do you currently use to learn more about preservation/conservation?  (Select all that apply or "none.") 
To
ta
l 
A
rti
cl
es
 
B
oo
ks
 
P
re
se
rv
at
io
n 
W
eb
 S
ite
s 
O
nl
in
e 
di
sc
us
si
on
 
gr
ou
ps
 
O
th
er
 o
nl
in
e 
re
so
ur
ce
s 
O
th
er
 c
ol
le
ct
in
g 
in
st
itu
tio
ns
 
P
re
se
rv
at
io
n 
w
or
ks
ho
ps
 
P
ro
fe
ss
io
na
l 
co
nf
er
en
ce
s 
S
ta
te
 o
r r
eg
io
na
l 
pr
es
er
va
tio
n 
of
fic
es
/o
rg
an
iz
at
i
on
s 
N
on
e 
O
th
er
 
Institution Type                         
Sample Size 493 301 220 242 78 105 143 241 179 166 84 33 
Archives                         
Count 30 25 21 23 10 11 11 17 17 14 2 0 
Column % 6% 8% 10% 10% 13% 10% 8% 7% 9% 8% 2% 0% 
Row % 100% 83% 70% 77% 33% 37% 37% 57% 57% 47% 7% 0% 
Academic Libraries                         
Count 55 37 29 34 15 17 17 32 21 24 9 5 
Column % 11% 12% 13% 14% 19% 16% 12% 13% 12% 14% 11% 15% 
Row % 100% 67% 53% 62% 27% 31% 31% 58% 38% 44% 16% 9% 
Public Libraries                         
Count 159 80 47 54 14 21 27 68 36 61 40 8 
Column % 32% 27% 21% 22% 18% 20% 19% 28% 20% 37% 48% 24% 
Row % 100% 50% 30% 34% 9% 13% 17% 43% 23% 38% 25% 5% 
Special Libraries                         
Count 37 19 15 18 5 13 6 13 17 9 11 0 
Column % 8% 6% 7% 7% 6% 12% 4% 5% 9% 5% 13% 0% 
Row % 100% 51% 41% 49% 14% 35% 16% 35% 46% 24% 30% 0% 
Museums                         
Count 61 52 44 44 17 22 37 38 32 21 3 3 
Column % 12% 17% 20% 18% 22% 21% 26% 16% 18% 13% 4% 9% 
Row % 100% 85% 72% 72% 28% 36% 61% 62% 52% 34% 5% 5% 
Historic Sites                         
Count 18 16 11 11 4 3 10 10 5 3 1 3 
Column % 4% 5% 5% 5% 5% 3% 7% 4% 3% 2% 1% 9% 
Row % 100% 89% 61% 61% 22% 17% 56% 56% 28% 17% 6% 17% 
Historical Societies                         
Count 78 53 47 46 11 15 33 42 22 15 10 7 
Column % 16% 18% 21% 19% 14% 14% 23% 17% 12% 9% 12% 21% 
Row % 100% 68% 60% 59% 14% 19% 42% 54% 28% 19% 13% 9% 
Municipal Offices                         
Count 55 19 6 12 2 3 2 21 29 19 8 7 
Column % 11% 6% 3% 5% 3% 3% 1% 9% 16% 11% 10% 21% 
Row % 100% 35% 11% 22% 4% 5% 4% 38% 53% 35% 15% 13% 
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Workshop Attendance in the Last Five Years - By Institution Type 
     
  
Have staff at your institution attended a 
preservation/conservation workshop in 
the past five years? 
Total Yes No Don't know 
Institution Type         
Sample Size 493 257 205 31 
Archives         
Count 30 20 9 1 
Column % 6% 8% 4% 3% 
Row % 100% 67% 30% 3% 
Academic Libraries         
Count 55 32 20 3 
Column % 11% 12% 10% 10% 
Row % 100% 58% 36% 5% 
Public Libraries         
Count 159 78 72 9 
Column % 32% 30% 35% 29% 
Row % 100% 49% 45% 6% 
Special Libraries         
Count 37 14 19 4 
Column % 8% 5% 9% 13% 
Row % 100% 38% 51% 11% 
Museums         
Count 61 31 24 6 
Column % 12% 12% 12% 19% 
Row % 100% 51% 39% 10% 
Historic Sites         
Count 18 10 8 0 
Column % 4% 4% 4% 0% 
Row % 100% 56% 44% 0% 
Historical Societies         
Count 78 42 31 5 
Column % 16% 16% 15% 16% 
Row % 100% 54% 40% 6% 
Municipal Offices         
Count 55 30 22 3 
Column % 11% 12% 11% 10% 
Row % 100% 55% 40% 5% 
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Training Needs - Archaeological Collections - By Institution Type 
       
  
Level of Need for Training - Archaeological Collections 
Total Urgent need Some Need No need Don't know Not applicable 
Institution Type             
Sample Size 492 11 71 142 29 239 
Archives             
Count 30 0 5 8 1 16 
Column % 6% 0% 7% 6% 3% 7% 
Row % 100% 0% 17% 27% 3% 53% 
Academic Libraries             
Count 55 0 4 22 4 25 
Column % 11% 0% 6% 15% 14% 10% 
Row % 100% 0% 7% 40% 7% 45% 
Public Libraries             
Count 159 2 9 50 8 90 
Column % 32% 18% 13% 35% 28% 38% 
Row % 100% 1% 6% 31% 5% 57% 
Special Libraries             
Count 36 0 1 9 1 25 
Column % 7% 0% 1% 6% 3% 10% 
Row % 100% 0% 3% 25% 3% 69% 
Museums             
Count 61 3 14 20 4 20 
Column % 12% 27% 20% 14% 14% 8% 
Row % 100% 5% 23% 33% 7% 33% 
Historic Sites             
Count 18 2 7 6 0 3 
Column % 4% 18% 10% 4% 0% 1% 
Row % 100% 11% 39% 33% 0% 17% 
Historical Societies             
Count 78 3 31 17 6 21 
Column % 16% 27% 44% 12% 21% 9% 
Row % 100% 4% 40% 22% 8% 27% 
Municipal Offices             
Count 55 1 0 10 5 39 
Column % 11% 9% 0% 7% 17% 16% 
Row % 100% 2% 0% 18% 9% 71% 
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Training Needs - Art Objects - By Institution Type 
       
  
Level of Need for Training - Art Objects 
Total Urgent need Some Need No need Don't know Not applicable 
Institution Type             
Sample Size 492 26 181 117 30 138 
Archives             
Count 30 0 10 7 2 11 
Column % 6% 0% 6% 6% 7% 8% 
Row % 100% 0% 33% 23% 7% 37% 
Academic Libraries             
Count 55 3 28 11 2 11 
Column % 11% 12% 15% 9% 7% 8% 
Row % 100% 5% 51% 20% 4% 20% 
Public Libraries             
Count 159 5 53 46 5 50 
Column % 32% 19% 29% 39% 17% 36% 
Row % 100% 3% 33% 29% 3% 31% 
Special Libraries             
Count 36 0 7 9 1 19 
Column % 7% 0% 4% 8% 3% 14% 
Row % 100% 0% 19% 25% 3% 53% 
Museums             
Count 61 3 34 14 5 5 
Column % 12% 12% 19% 12% 17% 4% 
Row % 100% 5% 56% 23% 8% 8% 
Historic Sites             
Count 18 2 11 5 0 0 
Column % 4% 8% 6% 4% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 11% 61% 28% 0% 0% 
Historical Societies             
Count 78 13 36 12 9 8 
Column % 16% 50% 20% 10% 30% 6% 
Row % 100% 17% 46% 15% 12% 10% 
Municipal Offices             
Count 55 0 2 13 6 34 
Column % 11% 0% 1% 11% 20% 25% 
Row % 100% 0% 4% 24% 11% 62% 
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Training Needs - Books and Bound Volumes - By Institution Type 
       
  
Level of Need for Training - Books and Bound Volumes 
Total Urgent need Some Need No need Don't know Not applicable 
Institution Type             
Sample Size 492 69 308 69 23 23 
Archives             
Count 30 4 13 10 0 3 
Column % 6% 6% 4% 14% 0% 13% 
Row % 100% 13% 43% 33% 0% 10% 
Academic Libraries             
Count 55 8 32 13 1 1 
Column % 11% 12% 10% 19% 4% 4% 
Row % 100% 15% 58% 24% 2% 2% 
Public Libraries             
Count 159 17 118 14 5 5 
Column % 32% 25% 38% 20% 22% 22% 
Row % 100% 11% 74% 9% 3% 3% 
Special Libraries             
Count 36 3 20 8 3 2 
Column % 7% 4% 6% 12% 13% 9% 
Row % 100% 8% 56% 22% 8% 6% 
Museums             
Count 61 5 40 9 3 4 
Column % 12% 7% 13% 13% 13% 17% 
Row % 100% 8% 66% 15% 5% 7% 
Historic Sites             
Count 18 0 10 7 0 1 
Column % 4% 0% 3% 10% 0% 4% 
Row % 100% 0% 56% 39% 0% 6% 
Historical Societies             
Count 78 15 42 8 9 4 
Column % 16% 22% 14% 12% 39% 17% 
Row % 100% 19% 54% 10% 12% 5% 
Municipal Offices             
Count 55 17 33 0 2 3 
Column % 11% 25% 11% 0% 9% 13% 
Row % 100% 31% 60% 0% 4% 5% 
 
  
Massachusetts Connecting to Collections Statewide Preservation Survey 
Final Report:  Appendix I—Raw Data by Institution Type 
March 28, 2011  
226 
 
 
 
Training Needs - Digital Materials and Electronic Records - By Institution Type 
       
  
Level of Need for Training - Digital Material and Electronic Records 
Total Urgent need Some Need No need Don't know Not applicable 
Institution Type             
Sample Size 492 81 255 62 28 66 
Archives             
Count 30 13 13 4 0 0 
Column % 6% 16% 5% 6% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 43% 43% 13% 0% 0% 
Academic Libraries             
Count 55 12 30 8 1 4 
Column % 11% 15% 12% 13% 4% 6% 
Row % 100% 22% 55% 15% 2% 7% 
Public Libraries             
Count 159 15 91 18 6 29 
Column % 32% 19% 36% 29% 21% 44% 
Row % 100% 9% 57% 11% 4% 18% 
Special Libraries             
Count 36 4 19 6 2 5 
Column % 7% 5% 7% 10% 7% 8% 
Row % 100% 11% 53% 17% 6% 14% 
Museums             
Count 61 8 32 7 6 8 
Column % 12% 10% 13% 11% 21% 12% 
Row % 100% 13% 52% 11% 10% 13% 
Historic Sites             
Count 18 2 10 4 0 2 
Column % 4% 2% 4% 6% 0% 3% 
Row % 100% 11% 56% 22% 0% 11% 
Historical Societies             
Count 78 15 34 9 10 10 
Column % 16% 19% 13% 15% 36% 15% 
Row % 100% 19% 44% 12% 13% 13% 
Municipal Offices             
Count 55 12 26 6 3 8 
Column % 11% 15% 10% 10% 11% 12% 
Row % 100% 22% 47% 11% 5% 15% 
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Training Needs - Historic and Ethnographic Objects - By Institution Type 
       
  
Level of Need for Training - Historic and Ethnographic Objects 
Total Urgent need Some Need No need Don't know Not applicable 
Institution Type             
Sample Size 492 39 180 100 34 139 
Archives             
Count 30 1 8 9 2 10 
Column % 6% 3% 4% 9% 6% 7% 
Row % 100% 3% 27% 30% 7% 33% 
Academic Libraries             
Count 55 3 15 19 2 16 
Column % 11% 8% 8% 19% 6% 12% 
Row % 100% 5% 27% 35% 4% 29% 
Public Libraries             
Count 159 7 48 43 8 53 
Column % 32% 18% 27% 43% 24% 38% 
Row % 100% 4% 30% 27% 5% 33% 
Special Libraries             
Count 36 1 9 8 1 17 
Column % 7% 3% 5% 8% 3% 12% 
Row % 100% 3% 25% 22% 3% 47% 
Museums             
Count 61 10 32 7 4 8 
Column % 12% 26% 18% 7% 12% 6% 
Row % 100% 16% 52% 11% 7% 13% 
Historic Sites             
Count 18 3 10 4 1 0 
Column % 4% 8% 6% 4% 3% 0% 
Row % 100% 17% 56% 22% 6% 0% 
Historical Societies             
Count 78 11 43 5 10 9 
Column % 16% 28% 24% 5% 29% 6% 
Row % 100% 14% 55% 6% 13% 12% 
Municipal Offices             
Count 55 3 15 5 6 26 
Column % 11% 8% 8% 5% 18% 19% 
Row % 100% 5% 27% 9% 11% 47% 
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Training Needs - Moving Image Collections - By Institution Type 
       
  
Level of Need for Training - Moving Image Collections 
Total Urgent need Some Need No need Don't know Not applicable 
Institution Type             
Sample Size 492 20 124 142 37 169 
Archives             
Count 30 3 17 6 0 4 
Column % 6% 15% 14% 4% 0% 2% 
Row % 100% 10% 57% 20% 0% 13% 
Academic Libraries             
Count 55 3 29 14 2 7 
Column % 11% 15% 23% 10% 5% 4% 
Row % 100% 5% 53% 25% 4% 13% 
Public Libraries             
Count 159 6 27 49 9 68 
Column % 32% 30% 22% 35% 24% 40% 
Row % 100% 4% 17% 31% 6% 43% 
Special Libraries             
Count 36 1 8 7 3 17 
Column % 7% 5% 6% 5% 8% 10% 
Row % 100% 3% 22% 19% 8% 47% 
Museums             
Count 61 4 14 22 4 17 
Column % 12% 20% 11% 15% 11% 10% 
Row % 100% 7% 23% 36% 7% 28% 
Historic Sites             
Count 18 0 0 11 2 5 
Column % 4% 0% 0% 8% 5% 3% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 61% 11% 28% 
Historical Societies             
Count 78 2 27 19 11 19 
Column % 16% 10% 22% 13% 30% 11% 
Row % 100% 3% 35% 24% 14% 24% 
Municipal Offices             
Count 55 1 2 14 6 32 
Column % 11% 5% 2% 10% 16% 19% 
Row % 100% 2% 4% 25% 11% 58% 
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Training Needs - Natural Science Specimens - By Institution Type 
       
  
Level of Need for Training - Natural Science Specimens 
Total Urgent need Some Need No need Don't know Not applicable 
Institution Type             
Sample Size 492 3 57 156 25 251 
Archives             
Count 30 0 5 8 1 16 
Column % 6% 0% 9% 5% 4% 6% 
Row % 100% 0% 17% 27% 3% 53% 
Academic Libraries             
Count 55 0 3 24 5 23 
Column % 11% 0% 5% 15% 20% 9% 
Row % 100% 0% 5% 44% 9% 42% 
Public Libraries             
Count 159 1 14 55 2 87 
Column % 32% 33% 25% 35% 8% 35% 
Row % 100% 1% 9% 35% 1% 55% 
Special Libraries             
Count 36 0 5 7 1 23 
Column % 7% 0% 9% 4% 4% 9% 
Row % 100% 0% 14% 19% 3% 64% 
Museums             
Count 61 1 11 19 2 28 
Column % 12% 33% 19% 12% 8% 11% 
Row % 100% 2% 18% 31% 3% 46% 
Historic Sites             
Count 18 0 2 11 1 4 
Column % 4% 0% 4% 7% 4% 2% 
Row % 100% 0% 11% 61% 6% 22% 
Historical Societies             
Count 78 1 17 18 9 33 
Column % 16% 33% 30% 12% 36% 13% 
Row % 100% 1% 22% 23% 12% 42% 
Municipal Offices             
Count 55 0 0 14 4 37 
Column % 11% 0% 0% 9% 16% 15% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 25% 7% 67% 
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Training Needs - Photographic Collections - By Institution Type 
       
  
Level of Need for Training - Photographic Collections 
Total Urgent need Some Need No need Don't know Not applicable 
Institution Type             
Sample Size 492 64 256 65 23 84 
Archives             
Count 30 6 18 5 0 1 
Column % 6% 9% 7% 8% 0% 1% 
Row % 100% 20% 60% 17% 0% 3% 
Academic Libraries             
Count 55 6 35 6 3 5 
Column % 11% 9% 14% 9% 13% 6% 
Row % 100% 11% 64% 11% 5% 9% 
Public Libraries             
Count 159 14 89 25 3 28 
Column % 32% 22% 35% 38% 13% 33% 
Row % 100% 9% 56% 16% 2% 18% 
Special Libraries             
Count 36 2 14 3 1 16 
Column % 7% 3% 5% 5% 4% 19% 
Row % 100% 6% 39% 8% 3% 44% 
Museums             
Count 61 9 37 8 3 4 
Column % 12% 14% 14% 12% 13% 5% 
Row % 100% 15% 61% 13% 5% 7% 
Historic Sites             
Count 18 1 10 7 0 0 
Column % 4% 2% 4% 11% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 6% 56% 39% 0% 0% 
Historical Societies             
Count 78 24 41 3 7 3 
Column % 16% 38% 16% 5% 30% 4% 
Row % 100% 31% 53% 4% 9% 4% 
Municipal Offices             
Count 55 2 12 8 6 27 
Column % 11% 3% 5% 12% 26% 32% 
Row % 100% 4% 22% 15% 11% 49% 
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Training Needs - Recorded Sound Collections - By Institution Type 
       
  
Level of Need for Training - Recorded Sound Collections 
Total Urgent need Some Need No need Don't know Not applicable 
Institution Type             
Sample Size 492 23 164 122 30 153 
Archives             
Count 30 6 19 4 0 1 
Column % 6% 26% 12% 3% 0% 1% 
Row % 100% 20% 63% 13% 0% 3% 
Academic Libraries             
Count 55 2 35 9 2 7 
Column % 11% 9% 21% 7% 7% 5% 
Row % 100% 4% 64% 16% 4% 13% 
Public Libraries             
Count 159 5 38 48 7 61 
Column % 32% 22% 23% 39% 23% 40% 
Row % 100% 3% 24% 30% 4% 38% 
Special Libraries             
Count 36 1 11 6 2 16 
Column % 7% 4% 7% 5% 7% 10% 
Row % 100% 3% 31% 17% 6% 44% 
Museums             
Count 61 2 16 21 3 19 
Column % 12% 9% 10% 17% 10% 12% 
Row % 100% 3% 26% 34% 5% 31% 
Historic Sites             
Count 18 0 1 11 2 4 
Column % 4% 0% 1% 9% 7% 3% 
Row % 100% 0% 6% 61% 11% 22% 
Historical Societies             
Count 78 6 34 13 9 16 
Column % 16% 26% 21% 11% 30% 10% 
Row % 100% 8% 44% 17% 12% 21% 
Municipal Offices             
Count 55 1 10 10 5 29 
Column % 11% 4% 6% 8% 17% 19% 
Row % 100% 2% 18% 18% 9% 53% 
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Training Needs - Unbound Sheets - By Institution Type 
       
  
Level of Need for Training - Unbound Sheets 
Total Urgent need Some Need No need Don't know Not applicable 
Institution Type             
Sample Size 492 47 193 111 45 96 
Archives             
Count 30 4 9 11 2 4 
Column % 6% 9% 5% 10% 4% 4% 
Row % 100% 13% 30% 37% 7% 13% 
Academic Libraries             
Count 55 1 22 20 3 9 
Column % 11% 2% 11% 18% 7% 9% 
Row % 100% 2% 40% 36% 5% 16% 
Public Libraries             
Count 159 12 59 39 9 40 
Column % 32% 26% 31% 35% 20% 42% 
Row % 100% 8% 37% 25% 6% 25% 
Special Libraries             
Count 36 2 9 9 4 12 
Column % 7% 4% 5% 8% 9% 13% 
Row % 100% 6% 25% 25% 11% 33% 
Museums             
Count 61 5 22 16 8 10 
Column % 12% 11% 11% 14% 18% 10% 
Row % 100% 8% 36% 26% 13% 16% 
Historic Sites             
Count 18 0 5 9 2 2 
Column % 4% 0% 3% 8% 4% 2% 
Row % 100% 0% 28% 50% 11% 11% 
Historical Societies             
Count 78 13 38 7 13 7 
Column % 16% 28% 20% 6% 29% 7% 
Row % 100% 17% 49% 9% 17% 9% 
Municipal Offices             
Count 55 10 29 0 4 12 
Column % 11% 21% 15% 0% 9% 13% 
Row % 100% 18% 53% 0% 7% 22% 
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Training Preferences - Duration - By Institution Type 
        
  
What is your preference for the length of preservation/conservation training sessions? 
Total Half a day One day Two days Full week No preference Don't know 
Institution Type               
Sample Size 492 205 165 17 1 67 37 
Archives               
Count 30 7 17 1 0 4 1 
Column % 6% 3% 10% 6% 0% 6% 3% 
Row % 100% 23% 57% 3% 0% 13% 3% 
Academic Libraries               
Count 55 20 15 4 0 10 6 
Column % 11% 10% 9% 24% 0% 15% 16% 
Row % 100% 36% 27% 7% 0% 18% 11% 
Public Libraries               
Count 159 92 39 2 1 15 10 
Column % 32% 45% 24% 12% 100% 22% 27% 
Row % 100% 58% 25% 1% 1% 9% 6% 
Special Libraries               
Count 36 10 13 1 0 10 2 
Column % 7% 5% 8% 6% 0% 15% 5% 
Row % 100% 28% 36% 3% 0% 28% 6% 
Museums               
Count 61 13 32 3 0 11 2 
Column % 12% 6% 19% 18% 0% 16% 5% 
Row % 100% 21% 52% 5% 0% 18% 3% 
Historic Sites               
Count 18 6 6 2 0 3 1 
Column % 4% 3% 4% 12% 0% 4% 3% 
Row % 100% 33% 33% 11% 0% 17% 6% 
Historical Societies               
Count 78 26 28 4 0 10 10 
Column % 16% 13% 17% 24% 0% 15% 27% 
Row % 100% 33% 36% 5% 0% 13% 13% 
Municipal Offices               
Count 55 31 15 0 0 4 5 
Column % 11% 15% 9% 0% 0% 6% 14% 
Row % 100% 56% 27% 0% 0% 7% 9% 
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Training Preferences - Format - Conferences/Professional Meetings - By Institution Type 
     
  
How interested would you be in pursuing the following types of training? 
Conferences/professional meetings 
Total Very interested Somewhat interested Not interested 
Institution Type         
Sample Size 492 146 225 121 
Archives         
Count 30 17 9 4 
Column % 6% 12% 4% 3% 
Row % 100% 57% 30% 13% 
Academic Libraries         
Count 55 17 24 14 
Column % 11% 12% 11% 12% 
Row % 100% 31% 44% 25% 
Public Libraries         
Count 159 29 70 60 
Column % 32% 20% 31% 50% 
Row % 100% 18% 44% 38% 
Special Libraries         
Count 36 5 19 12 
Column % 7% 3% 8% 10% 
Row % 100% 14% 53% 33% 
Museums         
Count 61 27 31 3 
Column % 12% 18% 14% 2% 
Row % 100% 44% 51% 5% 
Historic Sites         
Count 18 10 6 2 
Column % 4% 7% 3% 2% 
Row % 100% 56% 33% 11% 
Historical Societies         
Count 78 21 37 20 
Column % 16% 14% 16% 17% 
Row % 100% 27% 47% 26% 
Municipal Offices         
Count 55 20 29 6 
Column % 11% 14% 13% 5% 
Row % 100% 36% 53% 11% 
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Training Preferences - Format - Face-to-Face Full-Day Workshops - By Institution Type 
     
  
How interested would you be in pursuing the following types of training? 
Face-to-face full-day workshops 
Total Very interested Somewhat interested Not interested 
Institution Type         
Sample Size 492 170 183 139 
Archives         
Count 30 20 8 2 
Column % 6% 12% 4% 1% 
Row % 100% 67% 27% 7% 
Academic Libraries         
Count 55 17 24 14 
Column % 11% 10% 13% 10% 
Row % 100% 31% 44% 25% 
Public Libraries         
Count 159 30 61 68 
Column % 32% 18% 33% 49% 
Row % 100% 19% 38% 43% 
Special Libraries         
Count 36 10 15 11 
Column % 7% 6% 8% 8% 
Row % 100% 28% 42% 31% 
Museums         
Count 61 34 21 6 
Column % 12% 20% 11% 4% 
Row % 100% 56% 34% 10% 
Historic Sites         
Count 18 11 6 1 
Column % 4% 6% 3% 1% 
Row % 100% 61% 33% 6% 
Historical Societies         
Count 78 34 27 17 
Column % 16% 20% 15% 12% 
Row % 100% 44% 35% 22% 
Municipal Offices         
Count 55 14 21 20 
Column % 11% 8% 11% 14% 
Row % 100% 25% 38% 36% 
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Training Preferences - Format - Face-to-Face Half-Day Workshops - By Institution Type 
     
  
How interested would you be in pursuing the following types of training? 
Face-to-face half-day workshops 
Total Very interested Somewhat interested Not interested 
Institution Type         
Sample Size 492 195 219 78 
Archives         
Count 30 17 12 1 
Column % 6% 9% 5% 1% 
Row % 100% 57% 40% 3% 
Academic Libraries         
Count 55 21 24 10 
Column % 11% 11% 11% 13% 
Row % 100% 38% 44% 18% 
Public Libraries         
Count 159 46 87 26 
Column % 32% 24% 40% 33% 
Row % 100% 29% 55% 16% 
Special Libraries         
Count 36 12 13 11 
Column % 7% 6% 6% 14% 
Row % 100% 33% 36% 31% 
Museums         
Count 61 36 18 7 
Column % 12% 18% 8% 9% 
Row % 100% 59% 30% 11% 
Historic Sites         
Count 18 13 4 1 
Column % 4% 7% 2% 1% 
Row % 100% 72% 22% 6% 
Historical Societies         
Count 78 34 28 16 
Column % 16% 17% 13% 21% 
Row % 100% 44% 36% 21% 
Municipal Offices         
Count 55 16 33 6 
Column % 11% 8% 15% 8% 
Row % 100% 29% 60% 11% 
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Training Preferences - Format - Live Facilitated Online - By Institution Type 
     
  
How interested would you be in pursuing the following types of training? 
Live facilitated online courses 
Total Very interested Somewhat interested Not interested 
Institution Type         
Sample Size 492 107 191 194 
Archives         
Count 30 9 11 10 
Column % 6% 8% 6% 5% 
Row % 100% 30% 37% 33% 
Academic Libraries         
Count 55 15 18 22 
Column % 11% 14% 9% 11% 
Row % 100% 27% 33% 40% 
Public Libraries         
Count 159 24 61 74 
Column % 32% 22% 32% 38% 
Row % 100% 15% 38% 47% 
Special Libraries         
Count 36 7 12 17 
Column % 7% 7% 6% 9% 
Row % 100% 19% 33% 47% 
Museums         
Count 61 20 30 11 
Column % 12% 19% 16% 6% 
Row % 100% 33% 49% 18% 
Historic Sites         
Count 18 6 9 3 
Column % 4% 6% 5% 2% 
Row % 100% 33% 50% 17% 
Historical Societies         
Count 78 16 34 28 
Column % 16% 15% 18% 14% 
Row % 100% 21% 44% 36% 
Municipal Offices         
Count 55 10 16 29 
Column % 11% 9% 8% 15% 
Row % 100% 18% 29% 53% 
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Training Preferences - Format - Self-Directed Online - By Institution Type 
     
  
How interested would you be in pursuing the following types of training? 
Self-directed online courses 
Total Very interested Somewhat interested Not interested 
Institution Type         
Sample Size 492 129 192 171 
Archives         
Count 30 9 12 9 
Column % 6% 7% 6% 5% 
Row % 100% 30% 40% 30% 
Academic Libraries         
Count 55 15 22 18 
Column % 11% 12% 11% 11% 
Row % 100% 27% 40% 33% 
Public Libraries         
Count 159 35 65 59 
Column % 32% 27% 34% 35% 
Row % 100% 22% 41% 37% 
Special Libraries         
Count 36 7 11 18 
Column % 7% 5% 6% 11% 
Row % 100% 19% 31% 50% 
Museums         
Count 61 21 27 13 
Column % 12% 16% 14% 8% 
Row % 100% 34% 44% 21% 
Historic Sites         
Count 18 5 8 5 
Column % 4% 4% 4% 3% 
Row % 100% 28% 44% 28% 
Historical Societies         
Count 78 25 30 23 
Column % 16% 19% 16% 13% 
Row % 100% 32% 38% 29% 
Municipal Offices         
Count 55 12 17 26 
Column % 11% 9% 9% 15% 
Row % 100% 22% 31% 47% 
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Training Preferences - Cost - By Institution Type 
          
  
What is the maximum amount your institution would be willing to pay per person to attend a 
preservation/conservation workshop? 
Total 0 $1-$24 $25-$49 $50-$74 $75-$99 $100-$199 $200-$299 Over $300 
Institution Type                   
Sample Size 492 98 27 77 79 83 79 25 24 
Archives                   
Count 30 4 0 3 4 6 7 5 1 
Column % 6% 4% 0% 4% 5% 7% 9% 20% 4% 
Row % 100% 13% 0% 10% 13% 20% 23% 17% 3% 
Academic Libraries                   
Count 55 7 1 3 7 6 14 8 9 
Column % 11% 7% 4% 4% 9% 7% 18% 32% 38% 
Row % 100% 13% 2% 5% 13% 11% 25% 15% 16% 
Public Libraries                   
Count 159 41 6 32 25 30 18 4 3 
Column % 32% 42% 22% 42% 32% 36% 23% 16% 13% 
Row % 100% 26% 4% 20% 16% 19% 11% 3% 2% 
Special Libraries                   
Count 36 13 3 5 0 7 6 0 2 
Column % 7% 13% 11% 6% 0% 8% 8% 0% 8% 
Row % 100% 36% 8% 14% 0% 19% 17% 0% 6% 
Museums                   
Count 61 6 3 2 12 15 15 2 6 
Column % 12% 6% 11% 3% 15% 18% 19% 8% 25% 
Row % 100% 10% 5% 3% 20% 25% 25% 3% 10% 
Historic Sites                   
Count 18 0 2 0 5 4 4 2 1 
Column % 4% 0% 7% 0% 6% 5% 5% 8% 4% 
Row % 100% 0% 11% 0% 28% 22% 22% 11% 6% 
Historical Societies                   
Count 78 13 6 19 17 8 12 3 0 
Column % 16% 13% 22% 25% 22% 10% 15% 12% 0% 
Row % 100% 17% 8% 24% 22% 10% 15% 4% 0% 
Municipal Offices                   
Count 55 14 6 13 9 7 3 1 2 
Column % 11% 14% 22% 17% 11% 8% 4% 4% 8% 
Row % 100% 25% 11% 24% 16% 13% 5% 2% 4% 
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Institution Type – By Annual Operating Budget 
          
  
Institution Type 
Total Archives 
Academic 
Libraries 
Public 
Libraries 
Special 
Libraries Museums 
Historic 
Sites 
Historical 
Societies 
Municipal 
Offices 
Annual Operating Budget                   
Sample Size 505 31 56 160 37 62 18 79 62 
less than $10,000                   
Count 52 3 0 1 3 4 2 35 4 
Column % 10% 10% 0% 1% 8% 6% 11% 44% 6% 
Row % 100% 6% 0% 2% 6% 8% 4% 67% 8% 
$10,000 to $49,999                   
Count 54 6 3 7 2 9 2 21 4 
Column % 11% 19% 5% 4% 5% 15% 11% 27% 6% 
Row % 100% 11% 6% 13% 4% 17% 4% 39% 7% 
$50,000 to $99,999                   
Count 36 3 2 6 4 5 2 11 3 
Column % 7% 10% 4% 4% 11% 8% 11% 14% 5% 
Row % 100% 8% 6% 17% 11% 14% 6% 31% 8% 
$100,000 to $499,999                   
Count 148 8 15 81 12 12 4 11 5 
Column % 29% 26% 27% 51% 32% 19% 22% 14% 8% 
Row % 100% 5% 10% 55% 8% 8% 3% 7% 3% 
$500,000 to $999,999                   
Count 50 1 6 31 0 6 3 1 2 
Column % 10% 3% 11% 19% 0% 10% 17% 1% 3% 
Row % 100% 2% 12% 62% 0% 12% 6% 2% 4% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                   
Count 84 3 12 31 9 19 4 0 6 
Column % 17% 10% 21% 19% 24% 31% 22% 0% 10% 
Row % 100% 4% 14% 37% 11% 23% 5% 0% 7% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                   
Count 17 0 5 2 3 1 1 0 5 
Column % 3% 0% 9% 1% 8% 2% 6% 0% 8% 
Row % 100% 0% 29% 12% 18% 6% 6% 0% 29% 
$10,000,000 or more                   
Count 64 7 13 1 4 6 0 0 33 
Column % 13% 23% 23% 1% 11% 10% 0% 0% 53% 
Row % 100% 11% 20% 2% 6% 9% 0% 0% 52% 
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Preservation Budget - By Annual Operating Budget 
      
  
Does your institution have a budget line item for preservation/conservation activities? (Select one.) 
Total Yes 
No specific line-item in 
budget, but other funds 
are available as needed No Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget           
Sample Size 498 113 167 209 9 
less than $10,000           
Count 50 4 15 31 0 
Column % 10% 4% 9% 15% 0% 
Row % 100% 8% 30% 62% 0% 
$10,000 to $49,999           
Count 54 11 25 18 0 
Column % 11% 10% 15% 9% 0% 
Row % 100% 20% 46% 33% 0% 
$50,000 to $99,999           
Count 36 8 13 13 2 
Column % 7% 7% 8% 6% 22% 
Row % 100% 22% 36% 36% 6% 
$100,000 to $499,999           
Count 148 21 49 76 2 
Column % 30% 19% 29% 36% 22% 
Row % 100% 14% 33% 51% 1% 
$500,000 to $999,999           
Count 50 10 20 19 1 
Column % 10% 9% 12% 9% 11% 
Row % 100% 20% 40% 38% 2% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999           
Count 84 32 27 21 4 
Column % 17% 28% 16% 10% 44% 
Row % 100% 38% 32% 25% 5% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999           
Count 16 6 6 4 0 
Column % 3% 5% 4% 2% 0% 
Row % 100% 38% 38% 25% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more           
Count 60 21 12 27 0 
Column % 12% 19% 7% 13% 0% 
Row % 100% 35% 20% 45% 0% 
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Grant Applications - By Budget 
          
  
Annual Operating Budget 
Total 
less than 
$10,000 
$10,000 to 
$49,999 
$50,000 to 
$99,999 
$100,000 
to 
$499,999 
$500,000 
to 
$999,999 
$1,000,000 
to 
$4,999,999 
$5,000,000 
to 
$9,999,999 
$10,000,000 
or more 
Has your institution made an application, 
whether successful or unsuccessful, for 
preservation/conservation funding from any 
public or private source in the last five years?  
(Select one.)                   
Sample Size 498 50 54 36 148 50 84 16 60 
Yes                   
Count 221 17 21 15 57 21 49 7 34 
Column % 44% 34% 39% 42% 39% 42% 58% 44% 57% 
Row % 100% 8% 10% 7% 26% 10% 22% 3% 15% 
No                   
Count 237 30 30 17 76 27 28 8 21 
Column % 48% 60% 56% 47% 51% 54% 33% 50% 35% 
Row % 100% 13% 13% 7% 32% 11% 12% 3% 9% 
Don't know                   
Count 40 3 3 4 15 2 7 1 5 
Column % 8% 6% 6% 11% 10% 4% 8% 6% 8% 
Row % 100% 8% 8% 10% 38% 5% 18% 3% 13% 
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Grants - Reasons for Not Applying - By Budget 
         
  
Which of the following factors influenced the decision not to apply?  (Select all that apply.) 
Total 
Not aware of 
appropriate 
funding 
sources 
Lack of staff 
time or 
expertise to 
complete 
application 
Additional project 
planning or 
preparation 
necessary before 
requesting grant 
funds 
Preservation/conservation 
not an institutional 
priority 
Currently have 
sufficient sources 
of funding 
Have applied for 
grant(s) from 
external sources 
in the past but 
have been 
unsuccessful Other 
Annual Operating Budget                 
Sample Size 237 67 136 95 76 12 5 40 
less than $10,000                 
Count 30 13 19 15 0 1 1 9 
Column % 13% 19% 14% 16% 0% 8% 20% 23% 
Row % 100% 43% 63% 50% 0% 3% 3% 30% 
$10,000 to $49,999                 
Count 30 8 22 13 8 2 1 6 
Column % 13% 12% 16% 14% 11% 17% 20% 15% 
Row % 100% 27% 73% 43% 27% 7% 3% 20% 
$50,000 to $99,999                 
Count 17 3 9 6 9 3 0 2 
Column % 7% 4% 7% 6% 12% 25% 0% 5% 
Row % 100% 18% 53% 35% 53% 18% 0% 12% 
$100,000 to $499,999                 
Count 76 21 41 28 38 1 1 9 
Column % 32% 31% 30% 29% 50% 8% 20% 23% 
Row % 100% 28% 54% 37% 50% 1% 1% 12% 
$500,000 to $999,999                 
Count 27 5 14 11 5 0 1 7 
Column % 11% 7% 10% 12% 7% 0% 20% 18% 
Row % 100% 19% 52% 41% 19% 0% 4% 26% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                 
Count 28 7 16 13 7 4 0 4 
Column % 12% 10% 12% 14% 9% 33% 0% 10% 
Row % 100% 25% 57% 46% 25% 14% 0% 14% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                 
Count 8 3 4 2 2 0 0 1 
Column % 3% 4% 3% 2% 3% 0% 0% 3% 
Row % 100% 38% 50% 25% 25% 0% 0% 13% 
$10,000,000 or more                 
Count 21 7 11 7 7 1 1 2 
Column % 9% 10% 8% 7% 9% 8% 20% 5% 
Row % 100% 33% 52% 33% 33% 5% 5% 10% 
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Staffing Levels - Full-Time Paid - By Budget 
          
  
Staff Size - Full-Time Paid 
Total 0 1-2 3-5 6-10 11-20 21-50 More than 50 Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget                   
Sample Size 505 129 115 98 51 50 32 16 7 
less than $10,000                   
Count 50 45 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Column % 10% 35% 3% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 90% 8% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
$10,000 to $49,999                   
Count 54 44 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 
Column % 11% 34% 7% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 81% 15% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
$50,000 to $99,999                   
Count 36 21 13 1 1 0 0 0 0 
Column % 7% 16% 11% 1% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 58% 36% 3% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999                   
Count 148 12 63 55 15 3 0 0 0 
Column % 29% 9% 55% 56% 29% 6% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 8% 43% 37% 10% 2% 0% 0% 0% 
$500,000 to $999,999                   
Count 50 1 0 23 19 7 0 0 0 
Column % 10% 1% 0% 23% 37% 14% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 2% 0% 46% 38% 14% 0% 0% 0% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                   
Count 84 4 6 4 11 31 25 0 3 
Column % 17% 3% 5% 4% 22% 62% 78% 0% 43% 
Row % 100% 5% 7% 5% 13% 37% 30% 0% 4% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                   
Count 16 0 5 0 1 2 2 5 1 
Column % 3% 0% 4% 0% 2% 4% 6% 31% 14% 
Row % 100% 0% 31% 0% 6% 13% 13% 31% 6% 
$10,000,000 or more                   
Count 60 2 16 12 4 7 5 11 3 
Column % 12% 2% 14% 12% 8% 14% 16% 69% 43% 
Row % 100% 3% 27% 20% 7% 12% 8% 18% 5% 
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Staffing Levels - Full-Time Volunteer - By Budget 
          
  
Staff Size - Full-Time Volunteer 
Total 0 1-2 3-5 6-10 11-20 21-50 More than 50 Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget                   
Sample Size 505 447 22 4 3 2 1 1 18 
less than $10,000                   
Count 50 42 6 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Column % 10% 9% 27% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 
Row % 100% 84% 12% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 
$10,000 to $49,999                   
Count 54 45 6 1 1 0 0 0 1 
Column % 11% 10% 27% 25% 33% 0% 0% 0% 6% 
Row % 100% 83% 11% 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 2% 
$50,000 to $99,999                   
Count 36 33 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 
Column % 7% 7% 5% 25% 0% 50% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 92% 3% 3% 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999                   
Count 148 140 4 1 0 1 1 0 1 
Column % 29% 31% 18% 25% 0% 50% 100% 0% 6% 
Row % 100% 95% 3% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 
$500,000 to $999,999                   
Count 50 49 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Column % 10% 11% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 
Row % 100% 98% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                   
Count 84 73 4 0 2 0 0 0 5 
Column % 17% 16% 18% 0% 67% 0% 0% 0% 28% 
Row % 100% 87% 5% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 6% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                   
Count 16 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Column % 3% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 
Row % 100% 94% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 
$10,000,000 or more                   
Count 60 50 1 0 0 0 0 1 8 
Column % 12% 11% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 44% 
Row % 100% 83% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 13% 
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Staffing Levels - Part-Time Paid - By Budget 
          
  
Staff Size - Part-Time Paid 
Total 0 1-2 3-5 6-10 11-20 21-50 More than 50 Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget                   
Sample Size 505 130 127 79 81 36 28 7 10 
less than $10,000                   
Count 50 43 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Column % 10% 33% 6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 86% 14% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
$10,000 to $49,999                   
Count 54 24 25 5 0 0 0 0 0 
Column % 11% 18% 20% 6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 44% 46% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
$50,000 to $99,999                   
Count 36 10 19 7 0 0 0 0 0 
Column % 7% 8% 15% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 28% 53% 19% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999                   
Count 148 19 43 38 41 4 3 0 0 
Column % 29% 15% 34% 48% 51% 11% 11% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 13% 29% 26% 28% 3% 2% 0% 0% 
$500,000 to $999,999                   
Count 50 6 5 9 11 17 2 0 0 
Column % 10% 5% 4% 11% 14% 47% 7% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 12% 10% 18% 22% 34% 4% 0% 0% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                   
Count 84 7 10 11 19 14 20 0 3 
Column % 17% 5% 8% 14% 23% 39% 71% 0% 30% 
Row % 100% 8% 12% 13% 23% 17% 24% 0% 4% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                   
Count 16 5 1 3 1 1 1 2 2 
Column % 3% 4% 1% 4% 1% 3% 4% 29% 20% 
Row % 100% 31% 6% 19% 6% 6% 6% 13% 13% 
$10,000,000 or more                   
Count 60 16 17 6 9 0 2 5 5 
Column % 12% 12% 13% 8% 11% 0% 7% 71% 50% 
Row % 100% 27% 28% 10% 15% 0% 3% 8% 8% 
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Staffing Levels - Part-Time Volunteer - By Budget 
          
  
Staff Size - Part-Time Volunteer 
Total 0 1-2 3-5 6-10 11-20 21-50 More than 50 Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget                   
Sample Size 505 143 72 67 66 49 51 34 16 
less than $10,000                   
Count 50 10 4 16 9 6 1 1 3 
Column % 10% 7% 6% 24% 14% 12% 2% 3% 19% 
Row % 100% 20% 8% 32% 18% 12% 2% 2% 6% 
$10,000 to $49,999                   
Count 54 10 14 5 13 7 3 1 1 
Column % 11% 7% 19% 7% 20% 14% 6% 3% 6% 
Row % 100% 19% 26% 9% 24% 13% 6% 2% 2% 
$50,000 to $99,999                   
Count 36 12 3 4 6 5 5 1 0 
Column % 7% 8% 4% 6% 9% 10% 10% 3% 0% 
Row % 100% 33% 8% 11% 17% 14% 14% 3% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999                   
Count 148 43 26 20 22 10 19 7 1 
Column % 29% 30% 36% 30% 33% 20% 37% 21% 6% 
Row % 100% 29% 18% 14% 15% 7% 13% 5% 1% 
$500,000 to $999,999                   
Count 50 12 7 7 3 12 7 2 0 
Column % 10% 8% 10% 10% 5% 24% 14% 6% 0% 
Row % 100% 24% 14% 14% 6% 24% 14% 4% 0% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                   
Count 84 17 6 11 8 7 15 16 4 
Column % 17% 12% 8% 16% 12% 14% 29% 47% 25% 
Row % 100% 20% 7% 13% 10% 8% 18% 19% 5% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                   
Count 16 9 3 0 0 0 1 2 1 
Column % 3% 6% 4% 0% 0% 0% 2% 6% 6% 
Row % 100% 56% 19% 0% 0% 0% 6% 13% 6% 
$10,000,000 or more                   
Count 60 30 9 4 5 2 0 4 6 
Column % 12% 21% 13% 6% 8% 4% 0% 12% 38% 
Row % 100% 50% 15% 7% 8% 3% 0% 7% 10% 
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Staff Time Spent on Preservation Activities - Paid Staff - By Budget 
          
  
Please indicate the total amount of paid staff time spent on preservation/conservation activities in Full-Time 
Equivalents (FTE).  Include all paid staff who perform preservation/conservation activities, whether full-time, part-
time, seasonal, work study, interns, etc. 
Total 
0 
FTE .1 to .5 FTE .6 to .9 FTE 1-2.5 FTE 2.6-5.5 FTE 5.6-10 FTE >10 FTE Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget                   
Sample Size 498 182 188 23 54 18 7 5 21 
less than $10,000                   
Count 50 40 7 2 0 0 0 0 1 
Column % 10% 22% 4% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 
Row % 100% 80% 14% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 
$10,000 to $49,999                   
Count 54 29 17 2 1 2 1 0 2 
Column % 11% 16% 9% 9% 2% 11% 14% 0% 10% 
Row % 100% 54% 31% 4% 2% 4% 2% 0% 4% 
$50,000 to $99,999                   
Count 36 14 13 4 2 1 0 0 2 
Column % 7% 8% 7% 17% 4% 6% 0% 0% 10% 
Row % 100% 39% 36% 11% 6% 3% 0% 0% 6% 
$100,000 to $499,999                   
Count 148 50 73 6 14 1 1 0 3 
Column % 30% 27% 39% 26% 26% 6% 14% 0% 14% 
Row % 100% 34% 49% 4% 9% 1% 1% 0% 2% 
$500,000 to $999,999                   
Count 50 15 22 1 9 1 0 0 2 
Column % 10% 8% 12% 4% 17% 6% 0% 0% 10% 
Row % 100% 30% 44% 2% 18% 2% 0% 0% 4% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                   
Count 84 9 36 7 15 8 3 1 5 
Column % 17% 5% 19% 30% 28% 44% 43% 20% 24% 
Row % 100% 11% 43% 8% 18% 10% 4% 1% 6% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                   
Count 16 6 3 0 4 2 0 1 0 
Column % 3% 3% 2% 0% 7% 11% 0% 20% 0% 
Row % 100% 38% 19% 0% 25% 13% 0% 6% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more                   
Count 60 19 17 1 9 3 2 3 6 
Column % 12% 10% 9% 4% 17% 17% 29% 60% 29% 
Row % 100% 32% 28% 2% 15% 5% 3% 5% 10% 
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Staff Time Spent on Preservation Activities - Volunteers - By Budget 
          
  
lease indicate the total amount of volunteer time spent on preservation/conservation activities in Full-Time 
Equivalents (FTE).  Include all volunteers who perform preservation/conservation activities, whether full-time, part-
time, seasonal, work study, interns, etc. 
Total 
0 
FTE .1 to .5 FTE .6 to .9 FTE 1-2.5 FTE 2.6-5.5 FTE 5.6-10 FTE >10 FTE Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget                   
Sample Size 498 263 119 26 36 13 7 6 28 
less than $10,000                   
Count 50 11 20 4 5 2 1 2 5 
Column % 10% 4% 17% 15% 14% 15% 14% 33% 18% 
Row % 100% 22% 40% 8% 10% 4% 2% 4% 10% 
$10,000 to $49,999                   
Count 54 16 18 5 7 1 2 1 4 
Column % 11% 6% 15% 19% 19% 8% 29% 17% 14% 
Row % 100% 30% 33% 9% 13% 2% 4% 2% 7% 
$50,000 to $99,999                   
Count 36 19 5 4 2 2 2 0 2 
Column % 7% 7% 4% 15% 6% 15% 29% 0% 7% 
Row % 100% 53% 14% 11% 6% 6% 6% 0% 6% 
$100,000 to $499,999                   
Count 148 88 41 5 6 3 1 0 4 
Column % 30% 33% 34% 19% 17% 23% 14% 0% 14% 
Row % 100% 59% 28% 3% 4% 2% 1% 0% 3% 
$500,000 to $999,999                   
Count 50 32 11 3 0 2 0 0 2 
Column % 10% 12% 9% 12% 0% 15% 0% 0% 7% 
Row % 100% 64% 22% 6% 0% 4% 0% 0% 4% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                   
Count 84 45 18 4 10 1 0 1 5 
Column % 17% 17% 15% 15% 28% 8% 0% 17% 18% 
Row % 100% 54% 21% 5% 12% 1% 0% 1% 6% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                   
Count 16 12 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 
Column % 3% 5% 2% 0% 3% 8% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 75% 13% 0% 6% 6% 0% 0% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more                   
Count 60 40 4 1 5 1 1 2 6 
Column % 12% 15% 3% 4% 14% 8% 14% 33% 21% 
Row % 100% 67% 7% 2% 8% 2% 2% 3% 10% 
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Number of Paid Staff Trained in Preservation/Conservation - By Budget 
           
  
Number of Paid Staff Trained in Preservation/Conservation 
Total 0 1 2-4 5-9 10-14 15-19 20-30 >30 Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget                     
Sample Size 505 285 113 75 8 2 1 1 1 12 
less than $10,000                     
Count 50 46 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Column % 10% 16% 2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 
Row % 100% 92% 4% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 
$10,000 to $49,999                     
Count 54 41 11 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Column % 11% 14% 10% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 76% 20% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
$50,000 to $99,999                     
Count 36 21 10 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Column % 7% 7% 9% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 17% 
Row % 100% 58% 28% 8% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 
$100,000 to $499,999                     
Count 148 87 39 21 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Column % 29% 31% 35% 28% 13% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 59% 26% 14% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
$500,000 to $999,999                     
Count 50 26 16 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Column % 10% 9% 14% 9% 13% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 52% 32% 14% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                     
Count 84 26 20 29 3 1 0 0 0 5 
Column % 17% 9% 18% 39% 38% 50% 0% 0% 0% 42% 
Row % 100% 31% 24% 35% 4% 1% 0% 0% 0% 6% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                     
Count 16 6 6 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 
Column % 3% 2% 5% 3% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 38% 38% 13% 13% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more                     
Count 60 32 9 10 1 1 1 1 1 4 
Column % 13% 11% 8% 13% 13% 50% 100% 100% 100% 33% 
Row % 100% 53% 15% 17% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 7% 
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Number of Volunteers Trained in Preservation/Conservation - By Budget 
           
  
Number of Volunteers Trained in Preservation/Conservation 
Total 0 1 2-4 5-9 10-14 15-19 20-30 >30 Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget                     
Sample Size 505 366 60 41 4 1 0 0 0 26 
less than $10,000                     
Count 50 31 7 9 0 1 0 0 0 2 
Column % 10% 8% 12% 22% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 8% 
Row % 100% 62% 14% 18% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 4% 
$10,000 to $49,999                     
Count 54 34 13 5 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Column % 11% 9% 22% 12% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 
Row % 100% 63% 24% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 
$50,000 to $99,999                     
Count 36 25 4 5 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Column % 7% 7% 7% 12% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 
Row % 100% 69% 11% 14% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 
$100,000 to $499,999                     
Count 148 117 21 7 2 0 0 0 0 1 
Column % 29% 32% 35% 17% 50% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 
Row % 100% 79% 14% 5% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 
$500,000 to $999,999                     
Count 50 39 3 4 1 0 0 0 0 3 
Column % 10% 11% 5% 10% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 12% 
Row % 100% 78% 6% 8% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                     
Count 84 61 10 5 0 0 0 0 0 8 
Column % 17% 17% 17% 12% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 31% 
Row % 100% 73% 12% 6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 10% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                     
Count 16 15 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Column % 3% 4% 0% 0% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 94% 0% 0% 6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more                     
Count 60 44 2 6 0 0 0 0 0 8 
Column % 13% 12% 3% 15% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 31% 
Row % 100% 73% 3% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 13% 
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Storage Location of Circulating Collections - By Budget 
         
  
Where is your circulating collection housed?  (Select all that apply.) 
Total Attic Basement Closet Open stacks area Closed stacks area Off-site Other 
Annual Operating Budget                 
Sample Size 253 5 33 8 240 64 14 7 
less than $10,000                 
Count 4 0 0 0 3 1 1 0 
Column % 2% 0% 0% 0% 1% 2% 7% 0% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 0% 75% 25% 25% 0% 
$10,000 to $49,999                 
Count 12 0 0 1 11 0 0 0 
Column % 5% 0% 0% 13% 5% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 8% 92% 0% 0% 0% 
$50,000 to $99,999                 
Count 12 0 1 1 10 4 1 0 
Column % 5% 0% 3% 13% 4% 6% 7% 0% 
Row % 100% 0% 8% 8% 83% 33% 8% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999                 
Count 107 3 13 2 103 28 2 3 
Column % 42% 60% 39% 25% 43% 44% 14% 43% 
Row % 100% 3% 12% 2% 96% 26% 2% 3% 
$500,000 to $999,999                 
Count 38 1 7 2 37 7 0 3 
Column % 15% 20% 21% 25% 15% 11% 0% 43% 
Row % 100% 3% 18% 5% 97% 18% 0% 8% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                 
Count 49 1 7 2 47 17 2 0 
Column % 19% 20% 21% 25% 20% 27% 14% 0% 
Row % 100% 2% 14% 4% 96% 35% 4% 0% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                 
Count 10 0 3 0 10 2 5 0 
Column % 4% 0% 9% 0% 4% 3% 36% 0% 
Row % 100% 0% 30% 0% 100% 20% 50% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more                 
Count 21 0 2 0 19 5 3 1 
Column % 8% 0% 6% 0% 8% 8% 21% 14% 
Row % 100% 0% 10% 0% 90% 24% 14% 5% 
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Storage Location of Permanent Collections - By Budget 
          
  
Where do you store materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity?  (Select all that apply.) 
Total Basement Attic Closet Open storage area  Closed storage area  
Private 
home 
Off-site (other than 
private home) Other 
Annual Operating Budget                   
Sample Size 473 121 63 77 177 346 8 56 83 
less than $10,000                   
Count 49 14 10 13 25 31 4 3 7 
Column % 10% 12% 16% 17% 14% 9% 50% 5% 8% 
Row % 100% 29% 20% 27% 51% 63% 8% 6% 14% 
$10,000 to $49,999                   
Count 53 11 8 15 28 38 3 8 12 
Column % 11% 9% 13% 19% 16% 11% 38% 14% 14% 
Row % 100% 21% 15% 28% 53% 72% 6% 15% 23% 
$50,000 to $99,999                   
Count 35 13 6 7 14 23 0 5 6 
Column % 7% 11% 10% 9% 8% 7% 0% 9% 7% 
Row % 100% 37% 17% 20% 40% 66% 0% 14% 17% 
$100,000 to $499,999                   
Count 135 37 20 23 57 88 0 8 21 
Column % 29% 31% 32% 30% 32% 25% 0% 14% 25% 
Row % 100% 27% 15% 17% 42% 65% 0% 6% 16% 
$500,000 to $999,999                   
Count 49 9 4 7 15 42 0 5 5 
Column % 10% 7% 6% 9% 8% 12% 0% 9% 6% 
Row % 100% 18% 8% 14% 31% 86% 0% 10% 10% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                   
Count 80 17 6 4 24 68 0 13 12 
Column % 17% 14% 10% 5% 14% 20% 0% 23% 14% 
Row % 100% 21% 8% 5% 30% 85% 0% 16% 15% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                   
Count 15 2 0 0 5 10 0 4 5 
Column % 3% 2% 0% 0% 3% 3% 0% 7% 6% 
Row % 100% 13% 0% 0% 33% 67% 0% 27% 33% 
$10,000,000 or more                   
Count 57 18 9 8 9 46 1 10 15 
Column % 12% 15% 14% 10% 5% 13% 13% 18% 18% 
Row % 100% 32% 16% 14% 16% 81% 2% 18% 26% 
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Theft and Vandalism of Circulating Collections - By Budget 
     
  
In the past five years, have any materials 
from your circulating collection been stolen 
or vandalized? (Select one.) 
Total Yes No Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget         
Sample Size 252 189 35 28 
less than $10,000         
Count 4 2 1 1 
Column % 2% 1% 3% 4% 
Row % 100% 50% 25% 25% 
$10,000 to $49,999         
Count 12 6 6 0 
Column % 5% 3% 17% 0% 
Row % 100% 50% 50% 0% 
$50,000 to $99,999         
Count 12 5 6 1 
Column % 5% 3% 17% 4% 
Row % 100% 42% 50% 8% 
$100,000 to $499,999         
Count 107 78 16 13 
Column % 42% 41% 46% 46% 
Row % 100% 73% 15% 12% 
$500,000 to $999,999         
Count 38 33 1 4 
Column % 15% 17% 3% 14% 
Row % 100% 87% 3% 11% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999         
Count 48 40 4 4 
Column % 19% 21% 11% 14% 
Row % 100% 83% 8% 8% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999         
Count 10 9 0 1 
Column % 4% 5% 0% 4% 
Row % 100% 90% 0% 10% 
$10,000,000 or more         
Count 21 16 1 4 
Column % 8% 8% 3% 14% 
Row % 100% 76% 5% 19% 
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Theft and Vandalism of Permanent Collections - By Budget 
     
  
In the past five years, have any of the 
materials that you plan to maintain in 
perpetuity been stolen or vandalized? 
(Select one.) 
Total Yes No Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget         
Sample Size 473 74 314 85 
less than $10,000         
Count 49 5 33 11 
Column % 10% 7% 11% 13% 
Row % 100% 10% 67% 22% 
$10,000 to $49,999         
Count 53 5 45 3 
Column % 11% 7% 14% 4% 
Row % 100% 9% 85% 6% 
$50,000 to $99,999         
Count 35 3 27 5 
Column % 7% 4% 9% 6% 
Row % 100% 9% 77% 14% 
$100,000 to $499,999         
Count 135 21 85 29 
Column % 29% 28% 27% 34% 
Row % 100% 16% 63% 21% 
$500,000 to $999,999         
Count 49 12 27 10 
Column % 10% 16% 9% 12% 
Row % 100% 24% 55% 20% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999         
Count 80 18 48 14 
Column % 17% 24% 15% 16% 
Row % 100% 23% 60% 18% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999         
Count 15 4 7 4 
Column % 3% 5% 2% 5% 
Row % 100% 27% 47% 27% 
$10,000,000 or more         
Count 57 6 42 9 
Column % 12% 8% 13% 11% 
Row % 100% 11% 74% 16% 
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Paper-Based Holdings - By Budget (Part 1 of 2) 
 
  
Annual Operating Budget 
Total 
less 
than 
$10,000 
$10,000 to 
$49,999 
$50,000 to 
$99,999 
$100,000 
to 
$499,999 
$500,000 
to 
$999,999 
$1,000,000 
to 
$4,999,999 
$5,000,000 
to 
$9,999,999 
$10,000,000 
or more 
Please indicate the types of paper-based materials held 
by your institution.  (Select all that apply.)                   
Sample Size 491 48 53 34 147 50 83 16 60 
Books                   
Count 481 46 52 34 145 49 82 16 57 
Column % 98% 96% 98% 100% 99% 98% 99% 100% 95% 
Row % 100% 10% 11% 7% 30% 10% 17% 3% 12% 
Journals                   
Count 334 34 37 26 92 33 66 11 35 
Column % 68% 71% 70% 76% 63% 66% 80% 69% 58% 
Row % 100% 10% 11% 8% 28% 10% 20% 3% 10% 
Newspapers                   
Count 366 36 46 24 116 38 67 9 30 
Column % 75% 75% 87% 71% 79% 76% 81% 56% 50% 
Row % 100% 10% 13% 7% 32% 10% 18% 2% 8% 
Pamphlets                   
Count 328 37 39 26 93 33 63 8 29 
Column % 67% 77% 74% 76% 63% 66% 76% 50% 48% 
Row % 100% 11% 12% 8% 28% 10% 19% 2% 9% 
Scrapbooks                   
Count 313 37 40 22 83 33 63 8 27 
Column % 64% 77% 75% 65% 56% 66% 76% 50% 45% 
Row % 100% 12% 13% 7% 27% 11% 20% 3% 9% 
Documents                   
Count 437 46 50 28 123 45 77 14 54 
Column % 89% 96% 94% 82% 84% 90% 93% 88% 90% 
Row % 100% 11% 11% 6% 28% 10% 18% 3% 12% 
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Paper-Based Holdings - By Budget (Part 2 of 2) 
 
  
Annual Operating Budget 
Total 
less 
than 
$10,000 
$10,000 to 
$49,999 
$50,000 to 
$99,999 
$100,000 
to 
$499,999 
$500,000 
to 
$999,999 
$1,000,000 
to 
$4,999,999 
$5,000,000 
to 
$9,999,999 
$10,000,000 
or more 
Please indicate the types of paper-based materials held 
by your institution.  (Select all that apply.)                   
Sample Size 491 48 53 34 147 50 83 16 60 
Maps                   
Count 378 41 41 25 106 45 66 10 44 
Column % 77% 85% 77% 74% 72% 90% 80% 63% 73% 
Row % 100% 11% 11% 7% 28% 12% 17% 3% 12% 
Architectural records                   
Count 250 21 29 19 68 24 54 10 25 
Column % 51% 44% 55% 56% 46% 48% 65% 63% 42% 
Row % 100% 8% 12% 8% 27% 10% 22% 4% 10% 
Ephemera                   
Count 304 34 35 25 86 27 61 9 27 
Column % 62% 71% 66% 74% 59% 54% 73% 56% 45% 
Row % 100% 11% 12% 8% 28% 9% 20% 3% 9% 
Stamps                   
Count 51 5 5 3 12 5 13 1 7 
Column % 10% 10% 9% 9% 8% 10% 16% 6% 12% 
Row % 100% 10% 10% 6% 24% 10% 25% 2% 14% 
Paper currency                   
Count 84 10 8 7 27 9 15 1 7 
Column % 17% 21% 15% 21% 18% 18% 18% 6% 12% 
Row % 100% 12% 10% 8% 32% 11% 18% 1% 8% 
Other                   
Count 43 4 5 2 9 4 8 4 7 
Column % 9% 8% 9% 6% 6% 8% 10% 25% 12% 
Row % 100% 9% 12% 5% 21% 9% 19% 9% 16% 
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Photographic Holdings - By Budget (Part 1 of 2) 
 
  
Annual Operating Budget 
Total 
less 
than 
$10,000 
$10,000 to 
$49,999 
$50,000 to 
$99,999 
$100,000 
to 
$499,999 
$500,000 
to 
$999,999 
$1,000,000 
to 
$4,999,999 
$5,000,000 
to 
$9,999,999 
$10,000,000 
or more 
Please indicate the types of photographic materials held 
by your institution.  (Select all that apply.)                   
Sample Size 408 44 49 28 117 45 76 13 36 
Microfilm                   
Count 205 9 12 9 56 32 52 9 26 
Column % 50% 20% 24% 32% 48% 71% 68% 69% 72% 
Row % 100% 4% 6% 4% 27% 16% 25% 4% 13% 
Microfiche                   
Count 146 8 10 6 35 20 36 9 22 
Column % 36% 18% 20% 21% 30% 44% 47% 69% 61% 
Row % 100% 5% 7% 4% 24% 14% 25% 6% 15% 
Black & white prints                   
Count 366 42 46 26 104 40 69 9 30 
Column % 90% 95% 94% 93% 89% 89% 91% 69% 83% 
Row % 100% 11% 13% 7% 28% 11% 19% 2% 8% 
Color prints                   
Count 303 32 38 23 83 30 60 12 25 
Column % 74% 73% 78% 82% 71% 67% 79% 92% 69% 
Row % 100% 11% 13% 8% 27% 10% 20% 4% 8% 
Black & white negatives                   
Count 232 30 28 20 55 17 52 8 22 
Column % 57% 68% 57% 71% 47% 38% 68% 62% 61% 
Row % 100% 13% 12% 9% 24% 7% 22% 3% 9% 
Color negatives                   
Count 181 24 21 16 40 16 40 6 18 
Column % 44% 55% 43% 57% 34% 36% 53% 46% 50% 
Row % 100% 13% 12% 9% 22% 9% 22% 3% 10% 
Slides/transparencies                   
Count 252 32 31 21 55 23 56 9 25 
Column % 62% 73% 63% 75% 47% 51% 74% 69% 69% 
Row % 100% 13% 12% 8% 22% 9% 22% 4% 10% 
Daguerreotypes                   
Count 153 20 24 14 35 9 31 6 14 
Column % 38% 45% 49% 50% 30% 20% 41% 46% 39% 
Row % 100% 13% 16% 9% 23% 6% 20% 4% 9% 
  
Massachusetts Connecting to Collections Statewide Preservation Survey 
Final Report:  Appendix J—Raw Data by Budget 
March 28, 2011  
259 
 
 
 
Photographic Holdings - By Budget (Part 2 of 2) 
 
  
Annual Operating Budget 
Total 
less 
than 
$10,000 
$10,000 to 
$49,999 
$50,000 to 
$99,999 
$100,000 
to 
$499,999 
$500,000 
to 
$999,999 
$1,000,000 
to 
$4,999,999 
$5,000,000 
to 
$9,999,999 
$10,000,000 
or more 
Please indicate the types of photographic materials held 
by your institution.  (Select all that apply.)                   
Sample Size 408 44 49 28 117 45 76 13 36 
Ambrotypes                   
Count 90 8 18 10 20 5 18 2 9 
Column % 22% 18% 37% 36% 17% 11% 24% 15% 25% 
Row % 100% 9% 20% 11% 22% 6% 20% 2% 10% 
Tintypes                   
Count 122 20 20 12 27 5 24 4 10 
Column % 30% 45% 41% 43% 23% 11% 32% 31% 28% 
Row % 100% 16% 16% 10% 22% 4% 20% 3% 8% 
Glass plate negatives                   
Count 196 26 28 14 43 13 45 11 16 
Column % 48% 59% 57% 50% 37% 29% 59% 85% 44% 
Row % 100% 13% 14% 7% 22% 7% 23% 6% 8% 
Lantern slides                   
Count 113 12 18 6 22 8 26 4 17 
Column % 28% 27% 37% 21% 19% 18% 34% 31% 47% 
Row % 100% 11% 16% 5% 19% 7% 23% 4% 15% 
Acetate film                   
Count 99 10 9 8 24 3 22 8 15 
Column % 24% 23% 18% 29% 21% 7% 29% 62% 42% 
Row % 100% 10% 9% 8% 24% 3% 22% 8% 15% 
Nitrate film                   
Count 40 5 5 2 6 3 15 2 2 
Column % 10% 11% 10% 7% 5% 7% 20% 15% 6% 
Row % 100% 13% 13% 5% 15% 8% 38% 5% 5% 
Other                   
Count 19 0 0 2 6 4 5 0 2 
Column % 5% 0% 0% 7% 5% 9% 7% 0% 6% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 11% 32% 21% 26% 0% 11% 
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Digital Materials & Electronic Records - By Budget (Part 1 of 2) 
 
  
Annual Operating Budget 
Total 
less 
than 
$10,000 
$10,000 to 
$49,999 
$50,000 to 
$99,999 
$100,000 
to 
$499,999 
$500,000 
to 
$999,999 
$1,000,000 
to 
$4,999,999 
$5,000,000 
to 
$9,999,999 
$10,000,000 
or more 
Please indicate the types of digital materials and/or 
electronic records held by your institution. (Select all 
that apply.)                   
Sample Size 388 39 45 29 104 36 72 14 49 
Floppy disc                   
Count 150 13 18 13 38 9 25 7 27 
Column % 39% 33% 40% 45% 37% 25% 35% 50% 55% 
Row % 100% 9% 12% 9% 25% 6% 17% 5% 18% 
Laser disc                   
Count 18 1 0 0 4 4 4 3 2 
Column % 5% 3% 0% 0% 4% 11% 6% 21% 4% 
Row % 100% 6% 0% 0% 22% 22% 22% 17% 11% 
Minidisk                   
Count 18 0 0 3 5 1 4 3 2 
Column % 5% 0% 0% 10% 5% 3% 6% 21% 4% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 17% 28% 6% 22% 17% 11% 
CD                   
Count 319 24 35 25 89 32 62 11 41 
Column % 82% 62% 78% 86% 86% 89% 86% 79% 84% 
Row % 100% 8% 11% 8% 28% 10% 19% 3% 13% 
CD-R                   
Count 146 11 21 15 32 8 29 8 22 
Column % 38% 28% 47% 52% 31% 22% 40% 57% 45% 
Row % 100% 8% 14% 10% 22% 5% 20% 5% 15% 
DVD                   
Count 283 21 31 22 77 30 57 12 33 
Column % 73% 54% 69% 76% 74% 83% 79% 86% 67% 
Row % 100% 7% 11% 8% 27% 11% 20% 4% 12% 
DVD-R                   
Count 101 9 13 10 18 4 24 6 17 
Column % 26% 23% 29% 34% 17% 11% 33% 43% 35% 
Row % 100% 9% 13% 10% 18% 4% 24% 6% 17% 
DAT                   
Count 19 0 2 1 4 0 5 3 4 
Column % 5% 0% 4% 3% 4% 0% 7% 21% 8% 
Row % 100% 0% 11% 5% 21% 0% 26% 16% 21% 
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Digital Materials & Electronic Records - By Budget (Part 2 of 2) 
 
  
Annual Operating Budget 
Total 
less 
than 
$10,000 
$10,000 to 
$49,999 
$50,000 to 
$99,999 
$100,000 
to 
$499,999 
$500,000 
to 
$999,999 
$1,000,000 
to 
$4,999,999 
$5,000,000 
to 
$9,999,999 
$10,000,000 
or more 
Please indicate the types of digital materials and/or 
electronic records held by your institution. (Select all 
that apply.)                   
Sample Size 388 39 45 29 104 36 72 14 49 
Data tape                   
Count 30 3 2 3 4 2 7 1 8 
Column % 8% 8% 4% 10% 4% 6% 10% 7% 16% 
Row % 100% 10% 7% 10% 13% 7% 23% 3% 27% 
Digital photographs                   
Count 237 23 32 23 56 22 49 10 22 
Column % 61% 59% 71% 79% 54% 61% 68% 71% 45% 
Row % 100% 10% 14% 10% 24% 9% 21% 4% 9% 
Scanned documents                   
Count 248 25 33 19 57 23 47 11 33 
Column % 64% 64% 73% 66% 55% 64% 65% 79% 67% 
Row % 100% 10% 13% 8% 23% 9% 19% 4% 13% 
Digital moving images                   
Count 92 9 10 8 14 8 23 3 17 
Column % 24% 23% 22% 28% 13% 22% 32% 21% 35% 
Row % 100% 10% 11% 9% 15% 9% 25% 3% 18% 
Digital sound recordings                   
Count 112 7 6 8 28 8 30 5 20 
Column % 29% 18% 13% 28% 27% 22% 42% 36% 41% 
Row % 100% 6% 5% 7% 25% 7% 27% 4% 18% 
Databases                   
Count 216 17 25 14 48 21 54 9 28 
Column % 56% 44% 56% 48% 46% 58% 75% 64% 57% 
Row % 100% 8% 12% 6% 22% 10% 25% 4% 13% 
Electronic data files                   
Count 171 17 18 14 34 14 36 10 28 
Column % 44% 44% 40% 48% 33% 39% 50% 71% 57% 
Row % 100% 10% 11% 8% 20% 8% 21% 6% 16% 
Other                   
Count 9 0 3 0 1 2 1 0 2 
Column % 2% 0% 7% 0% 1% 6% 1% 0% 4% 
Row % 100% 0% 33% 0% 11% 22% 11% 0% 22% 
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Moving Image & Recorded Sound Holdings - By Budget 
 
  
Annual Operating Budget 
Total 
less 
than 
$10,000 
$10,000 to 
$49,999 
$50,000 to 
$99,999 
$100,000 
to 
$499,999 
$500,000 
to 
$999,999 
$1,000,000 
to 
$4,999,999 
$5,000,000 
to 
$9,999,999 
$10,000,000 
or more 
Please indicate the types of moving image and/or 
recorded sound materials held by your institution. 
(Select all that apply.)                   
Sample Size 328 32 38 27 92 35 57 11 36 
Motion picture film                   
Count 131 12 14 7 32 15 30 5 16 
Column % 40% 38% 37% 26% 35% 43% 53% 45% 44% 
Row % 100% 9% 11% 5% 24% 11% 23% 4% 12% 
Video cassette                   
Count 286 27 34 24 79 32 48 11 31 
Column % 87% 84% 89% 89% 86% 91% 84% 100% 86% 
Row % 100% 9% 12% 8% 28% 11% 17% 4% 11% 
Cylinder                   
Count 24 3 4 1 2 3 7 0 4 
Column % 7% 9% 11% 4% 2% 9% 12% 0% 11% 
Row % 100% 13% 17% 4% 8% 13% 29% 0% 17% 
Phonodisc                   
Count 51 0 4 1 13 9 13 3 8 
Column % 16% 0% 11% 4% 14% 26% 23% 27% 22% 
Row % 100% 0% 8% 2% 25% 18% 25% 6% 16% 
Audio cassette                   
Count 267 21 30 25 74 27 51 9 30 
Column % 81% 66% 79% 93% 80% 77% 89% 82% 83% 
Row % 100% 8% 11% 9% 28% 10% 19% 3% 11% 
Open reel tape                   
Count 114 11 17 6 23 10 24 7 16 
Column % 35% 34% 45% 22% 25% 29% 42% 64% 44% 
Row % 100% 10% 15% 5% 20% 9% 21% 6% 14% 
Other                   
Count 30 4 2 2 9 3 2 0 8 
Column % 9% 13% 5% 7% 10% 9% 4% 0% 22% 
Row % 100% 13% 7% 7% 30% 10% 7% 0% 27% 
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Art Object Holdings - By Budget (Part 1 of 2) 
 
  
Annual Operating Budget 
Total 
less 
than 
$10,000 
$10,000 to 
$49,999 
$50,000 to 
$99,999 
$100,000 
to 
$499,999 
$500,000 
to 
$999,999 
$1,000,000 
to 
$4,999,999 
$5,000,000 
to 
$9,999,999 
$10,000,000 
or more 
Please indicate the types of art objects held by your 
institution. (Select all that apply.)                   
Sample Size 373 38 44 26 110 42 74 10 29 
Stone                   
Count 93 8 10 8 13 11 27 5 11 
Column % 25% 21% 23% 31% 12% 26% 36% 50% 38% 
Row % 100% 9% 11% 9% 14% 12% 29% 5% 12% 
Ceramics                   
Count 173 21 23 12 40 23 37 5 12 
Column % 46% 55% 52% 46% 36% 55% 50% 50% 41% 
Row % 100% 12% 13% 7% 23% 13% 21% 3% 7% 
Metal                   
Count 161 17 18 10 42 17 38 7 12 
Column % 43% 45% 41% 38% 38% 40% 51% 70% 41% 
Row % 100% 11% 11% 6% 26% 11% 24% 4% 7% 
Glass                   
Count 131 13 21 11 27 15 30 4 10 
Column % 35% 34% 48% 42% 25% 36% 41% 40% 34% 
Row % 100% 10% 16% 8% 21% 11% 23% 3% 8% 
Synthetic materials                   
Count 54 1 8 3 9 5 20 2 6 
Column % 14% 3% 18% 12% 8% 12% 27% 20% 21% 
Row % 100% 2% 15% 6% 17% 9% 37% 4% 11% 
Sculpture                   
Count 182 6 14 9 53 28 50 8 14 
Column % 49% 16% 32% 35% 48% 67% 68% 80% 48% 
Row % 100% 3% 8% 5% 29% 15% 27% 4% 8% 
Textiles                   
Count 190 27 26 15 46 16 38 6 16 
Column % 51% 71% 59% 58% 42% 38% 51% 60% 55% 
Row % 100% 14% 14% 8% 24% 8% 20% 3% 8% 
 
 
 
 
  
Massachusetts Connecting to Collections Statewide Preservation Survey 
Final Report:  Appendix J—Raw Data by Budget 
March 28, 2011  
264 
 
 
 
Art Object Holdings - By Budget (Part 2 of 2) 
 
  
Annual Operating Budget 
Total 
less 
than 
$10,000 
$10,000 to 
$49,999 
$50,000 to 
$99,999 
$100,000 
to 
$499,999 
$500,000 
to 
$999,999 
$1,000,000 
to 
$4,999,999 
$5,000,000 
to 
$9,999,999 
$10,000,000 
or more 
Please indicate the types of art objects held by your 
institution. (Select all that apply.)                   
Sample Size 373 38 44 26 110 42 74 10 29 
Prints                   
Count 237 21 28 18 61 24 56 7 22 
Column % 64% 55% 64% 69% 55% 57% 76% 70% 76% 
Row % 100% 9% 12% 8% 26% 10% 24% 3% 9% 
Drawings                   
Count 234 24 27 18 58 25 53 9 20 
Column % 63% 63% 61% 69% 53% 60% 72% 90% 69% 
Row % 100% 10% 12% 8% 25% 11% 23% 4% 9% 
Photographs                   
Count 264 26 34 18 71 24 59 9 23 
Column % 71% 68% 77% 69% 65% 57% 80% 90% 79% 
Row % 100% 10% 13% 7% 27% 9% 22% 3% 9% 
Fiber                   
Count 101 14 13 9 20 7 26 4 8 
Column % 27% 37% 30% 35% 18% 17% 35% 40% 28% 
Row % 100% 14% 13% 9% 20% 7% 26% 4% 8% 
Paintings                   
Count 347 29 43 25 103 42 68 10 27 
Column % 93% 76% 98% 96% 94% 100% 92% 100% 93% 
Row % 100% 8% 12% 7% 30% 12% 20% 3% 8% 
Posters                   
Count 182 13 27 13 38 17 47 8 19 
Column % 49% 34% 61% 50% 35% 40% 64% 80% 66% 
Row % 100% 7% 15% 7% 21% 9% 26% 4% 10% 
Other                   
Count 34 4 2 0 12 3 8 2 3 
Column % 9% 11% 5% 0% 11% 7% 11% 20% 10% 
Row % 100% 12% 6% 0% 35% 9% 24% 6% 9% 
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Archaeological, Ethnographic & Historic Objects - By Budget (Part 1 of 2) 
 
  
Annual Operating Budget 
Total 
less 
than 
$10,000 
$10,000 to 
$49,999 
$50,000 to 
$99,999 
$100,000 
to 
$499,999 
$500,000 
to 
$999,999 
$1,000,000 
to 
$4,999,999 
$5,000,000 
to 
$9,999,999 
$10,000,000 
or more 
Please indicate the types of archaeological, 
ethnographic, and/or historic objects held by your 
institution. (Select all that apply.)                   
Sample Size 294 40 40 26 76 27 45 11 29 
Textiles                   
Count 180 27 29 16 43 15 33 5 12 
Column % 61% 68% 73% 62% 57% 56% 73% 45% 41% 
Row % 100% 15% 16% 9% 24% 8% 18% 3% 7% 
Ceramics                   
Count 141 23 20 14 30 16 23 4 11 
Column % 48% 58% 50% 54% 39% 59% 51% 36% 38% 
Row % 100% 16% 14% 10% 21% 11% 16% 3% 8% 
Glass                   
Count 141 21 25 14 30 12 26 4 9 
Column % 48% 53% 63% 54% 39% 44% 58% 36% 31% 
Row % 100% 15% 18% 10% 21% 9% 18% 3% 6% 
Metalwork                   
Count 117 12 12 12 31 14 23 6 7 
Column % 40% 30% 30% 46% 41% 52% 51% 55% 24% 
Row % 100% 10% 10% 10% 26% 12% 20% 5% 6% 
Furniture                   
Count 195 30 31 14 49 15 35 7 14 
Column % 66% 75% 78% 54% 64% 56% 78% 64% 48% 
Row % 100% 15% 16% 7% 25% 8% 18% 4% 7% 
Technological artifacts                   
Count 95 14 11 9 26 7 17 3 8 
Column % 32% 35% 28% 35% 34% 26% 38% 27% 28% 
Row % 100% 15% 12% 9% 27% 7% 18% 3% 8% 
Agricultural artifacts                   
Count 99 24 23 10 21 4 12 2 3 
Column % 34% 60% 58% 38% 28% 15% 27% 18% 10% 
Row % 100% 24% 23% 10% 21% 4% 12% 2% 3% 
Medical artifacts                   
Count 76 13 10 10 18 4 11 3 7 
Column % 26% 33% 25% 38% 24% 15% 24% 27% 24% 
Row % 100% 17% 13% 13% 24% 5% 14% 4% 9% 
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Archaeological, Ethnographic & Historic Objects - By Budget (Part 2 of 2) 
  
Annual Operating Budget 
Total 
less than 
$10,000 
$10,000 to 
$49,999 
$50,000 to 
$99,999 
$100,000 to 
$499,999 
$500,000 to 
$999,999 
$1,000,000 to 
$4,999,999 
$5,000,000 to 
$9,999,999 
$10,000,000 or 
more 
Please indicate the types of archaeological, 
ethnographic, and/or historic objects held by 
your institution. (Select all that apply.)                   
Sample Size 294 40 40 26 76 27 45 11 29 
Scientific artifacts                   
Count 69 10 6 11 15 7 14 2 4 
Column % 23% 25% 15% 42% 20% 26% 31% 18% 14% 
Row % 100% 14% 9% 16% 22% 10% 20% 3% 6% 
Transportation vehicles                   
Count 50 10 11 4 12 4 5 0 4 
Column % 17% 25% 28% 15% 16% 15% 11% 0% 14% 
Row % 100% 20% 22% 8% 24% 8% 10% 0% 8% 
Stone                   
Count 126 20 25 9 30 10 19 3 10 
Column % 43% 50% 63% 35% 39% 37% 42% 27% 34% 
Row % 100% 16% 20% 7% 24% 8% 15% 2% 8% 
Fiber                   
Count 96 16 12 8 23 7 21 2 7 
Column % 33% 40% 30% 31% 30% 26% 47% 18% 24% 
Row % 100% 17% 13% 8% 24% 7% 22% 2% 7% 
Bone                   
Count 63 6 6 5 14 4 16 5 7 
Column % 21% 15% 15% 19% 18% 15% 36% 45% 24% 
Row % 100% 10% 10% 8% 22% 6% 25% 8% 11% 
Ivory                   
Count 64 3 11 7 15 5 16 1 6 
Column % 22% 8% 28% 27% 20% 19% 36% 9% 21% 
Row % 100% 5% 17% 11% 23% 8% 25% 2% 9% 
Musical instruments                   
Count 93 19 17 7 17 8 18 2 5 
Column % 32% 48% 43% 27% 22% 30% 40% 18% 17% 
Row % 100% 20% 18% 8% 18% 9% 19% 2% 5% 
Firearms                   
Count 114 16 20 12 29 8 20 2 7 
Column % 39% 40% 50% 46% 38% 30% 44% 18% 24% 
Row % 100% 14% 18% 11% 25% 7% 18% 2% 6% 
Other                   
Count 56 5 3 6 15 9 6 3 9 
Column % 19% 13% 8% 23% 20% 33% 13% 27% 31% 
Row % 100% 9% 5% 11% 27% 16% 11% 5% 16% 
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Natural Science Specimen Holdings - By Budget 
 
  
Annual Operating Budget 
Total 
less 
than 
$10,000 
$10,000 to 
$49,999 
$50,000 to 
$99,999 
$100,000 
to 
$499,999 
$500,000 
to 
$999,999 
$1,000,000 
to 
$4,999,999 
$5,000,000 
to 
$9,999,999 
$10,000,000 
or more 
Please indicate the types of natural science specimens 
held by your institution. (Select all that apply.)                   
Sample Size 95 11 9 10 25 9 20 2 9 
Zoological                   
Count 30 2 3 2 7 4 11 0 1 
Column % 32% 18% 33% 20% 28% 44% 55% 0% 11% 
Row % 100% 7% 10% 7% 23% 13% 37% 0% 3% 
Botanical                   
Count 42 3 3 4 8 3 15 1 5 
Column % 44% 27% 33% 40% 32% 33% 75% 50% 56% 
Row % 100% 7% 7% 10% 19% 7% 36% 2% 12% 
Geological                   
Count 51 6 2 7 13 5 13 0 5 
Column % 54% 55% 22% 70% 52% 56% 65% 0% 56% 
Row % 100% 12% 4% 14% 25% 10% 25% 0% 10% 
Paleontological                   
Count 14 0 3 1 1 1 6 0 2 
Column % 15% 0% 33% 10% 4% 11% 30% 0% 22% 
Row % 100% 0% 21% 7% 7% 7% 43% 0% 14% 
Paleobotany                   
Count 8 0 1 0 0 0 6 1 0 
Column % 8% 0% 11% 0% 0% 0% 30% 50% 0% 
Row % 100% 0% 13% 0% 0% 0% 75% 13% 0% 
Dioramas                   
Count 11 1 3 1 1 2 3 0 0 
Column % 12% 9% 33% 10% 4% 22% 15% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 9% 27% 9% 9% 18% 27% 0% 0% 
Taxidermy                   
Count 39 3 3 3 10 4 9 1 6 
Column % 41% 27% 33% 30% 40% 44% 45% 50% 67% 
Row % 100% 8% 8% 8% 26% 10% 23% 3% 15% 
Other                   
Count 11 2 1 0 6 1 0 1 0 
Column % 12% 18% 11% 0% 24% 11% 0% 50% 0% 
Row % 100% 18% 9% 0% 55% 9% 0% 9% 0% 
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Number of Buildings Housing Collections - By Budget 
          
  
Annual Operating Budget 
Total 
less 
than 
$10,000 
$10,000 
to 
$49,999 
$50,000 to 
$99,999 
$100,000 to 
$499,999 
$500,000 to 
$999,999 
$1,000,000 
to 
$4,999,999 
$5,000,000 
to 
$9,999,999 
$10,000,000 
or more 
Are your collections stored in more than one building? (Select 
one.)                   
Sample Size 496 50 54 36 148 50 83 16 59 
Yes                   
Count 188 19 31 14 36 12 43 6 27 
Column % 38% 38% 57% 39% 24% 24% 52% 38% 46% 
Row % 100% 10% 16% 7% 19% 6% 23% 3% 14% 
No                   
Count 305 29 23 22 112 38 40 10 31 
Column % 61% 58% 43% 61% 76% 76% 48% 63% 53% 
Row % 100% 10% 8% 7% 37% 12% 13% 3% 10% 
Don't know                   
Count 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Column % 1% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 
Row % 100% 67% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 33% 
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Maintenance Routine for Respondents with One Building Housing Collections - By Budget 
      
  
How would you characterize the maintenance routine for the building that 
houses your collections? (Select one.) 
Total Nominal Preventive Proactive Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget           
Sample Size 309 110 141 40 18 
less than $10,000           
Count 32 14 12 1 5 
Column % 10% 13% 9% 3% 28% 
Row % 100% 44% 38% 3% 16% 
$10,000 to $49,999           
Count 23 8 12 3 0 
Column % 7% 7% 9% 8% 0% 
Row % 100% 35% 52% 13% 0% 
$50,000 to $99,999           
Count 22 12 7 2 1 
Column % 7% 11% 5% 5% 6% 
Row % 100% 55% 32% 9% 5% 
$100,000 to $499,999           
Count 112 46 51 12 3 
Column % 36% 42% 36% 30% 17% 
Row % 100% 41% 46% 11% 3% 
$500,000 to $999,999           
Count 38 9 19 9 1 
Column % 12% 8% 13% 23% 6% 
Row % 100% 24% 50% 24% 3% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999           
Count 40 7 21 8 4 
Column % 13% 6% 15% 20% 22% 
Row % 100% 18% 53% 20% 10% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999           
Count 10 3 4 1 2 
Column % 3% 3% 3% 3% 11% 
Row % 100% 30% 40% 10% 20% 
$10,000,000 or more           
Count 32 11 15 4 2 
Column % 10% 10% 11% 10% 11% 
Row % 100% 34% 47% 13% 6% 
 
 
Nominal: Little is done until there is a major need. 
Preventive: Routine items are done on a calendar basis to ensure general upkeep (e.g., clean gutters, minor roof repairs, general housekeeping) to basically retard deterioration of the facility. 
Proactive: a list of maintenance needs is compiled annually, incorporated into the institution's budget, and resolved. 
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Maintenance Routine for Respondents with More than One Building Housing Collections - By Budget 
      
  
How would you characterize the maintenance routine for the buildings that 
house your collections? (Select one.) 
Total Nominal Preventive Proactive Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget           
Sample Size 189 50 90 40 9 
less than $10,000           
Count 20 8 9 2 1 
Column % 11% 16% 10% 5% 11% 
Row % 100% 40% 45% 10% 5% 
$10,000 to $49,999           
Count 31 11 15 4 1 
Column % 16% 22% 17% 10% 11% 
Row % 100% 35% 48% 13% 3% 
$50,000 to $99,999           
Count 14 4 7 3 0 
Column % 7% 8% 8% 8% 0% 
Row % 100% 29% 50% 21% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999           
Count 36 8 18 10 0 
Column % 19% 16% 20% 25% 0% 
Row % 100% 22% 50% 28% 0% 
$500,000 to $999,999           
Count 12 0 8 3 1 
Column % 6% 0% 9% 8% 11% 
Row % 100% 0% 67% 25% 8% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999           
Count 43 9 23 8 3 
Column % 23% 18% 26% 20% 33% 
Row % 100% 21% 53% 19% 7% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999           
Count 6 2 3 1 0 
Column % 3% 4% 3% 3% 0% 
Row % 100% 33% 50% 17% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more           
Count 27 8 7 9 3 
Column % 14% 16% 8% 23% 33% 
Row % 100% 30% 26% 33% 11% 
 
 
Nominal: Little is done until there is a major need. 
Preventive: Routine items are done on a calendar basis to ensure general upkeep (e.g., clean gutters, minor roof repairs, general housekeeping) to basically retard deterioration of the facility. 
Proactive: a list of maintenance needs is compiled annually, incorporated into the institution's budget, and resolved. 
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Climate-Control Components – Collections Housed in One Building – By Budget 
 
  
What, if any, components are included in the climate-control system for the building that houses your 
collections?  (Select all that apply, "no climate-control of any kind," or "don't know.") 
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Annual Operating Budget                           
Sample Size 309 200 55 82 57 90 10 245 32 61 73 25 10 
less than $10,000                           
Count 32 8 4 4 2 8 0 20 2 1 3 8 4 
Column % 10% 4% 7% 5% 4% 9% 0% 8% 6% 2% 4% 32% 40% 
Row % 100% 25% 13% 13% 6% 25% 0% 63% 6% 3% 9% 25% 13% 
$10,000 to $49,999                           
Count 23 9 6 13 1 12 1 19 4 1 0 1 0 
Column % 7% 5% 11% 16% 2% 13% 10% 8% 13% 2% 0% 4% 0% 
Row % 100% 39% 26% 57% 4% 52% 4% 83% 17% 4% 0% 4% 0% 
$50,000 to $99,999                           
Count 22 11 6 9 1 7 0 17 3 2 3 3 0 
Column % 7% 6% 11% 11% 2% 8% 0% 7% 9% 3% 4% 12% 0% 
Row % 100% 50% 27% 41% 5% 32% 0% 77% 14% 9% 14% 14% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999                           
Count 112 79 24 25 18 29 4 92 11 22 27 8 5 
Column % 36% 40% 44% 30% 32% 32% 40% 38% 34% 36% 37% 32% 50% 
Row % 100% 71% 21% 22% 16% 26% 4% 82% 10% 20% 24% 7% 4% 
$500,000 to $999,999                           
Count 38 29 5 14 5 16 2 33 5 13 15 0 0 
Column % 12% 15% 9% 17% 9% 18% 20% 13% 16% 21% 21% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 76% 13% 37% 13% 42% 5% 87% 13% 34% 39% 0% 0% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                           
Count 40 35 3 12 16 10 2 33 3 14 13 2 0 
Column % 13% 18% 5% 15% 28% 11% 20% 13% 9% 23% 18% 8% 0% 
Row % 100% 88% 8% 30% 40% 25% 5% 83% 8% 35% 33% 5% 0% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                           
Count 10 9 1 1 3 1 1 8 2 4 3 1 1 
Column % 3% 5% 2% 1% 5% 1% 10% 3% 6% 7% 4% 4% 10% 
Row % 100% 90% 10% 10% 30% 10% 10% 80% 20% 40% 30% 10% 10% 
$10,000,000 or more                           
Count 32 20 6 4 11 7 0 23 2 4 9 2 0 
Column % 10% 10% 11% 5% 19% 8% 0% 9% 6% 7% 12% 8% 0% 
Row % 100% 63% 19% 13% 34% 22% 0% 72% 6% 13% 28% 6% 0% 
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Temperature Settings – Collections Housed in One Building – By Budget 
 
 Are the equipment's temperature settings kept at a constant level ±5°F around the clock? (Select one.) 
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Annual Operating Budget           
                                   Sample Size 284 30 23 8 2 10 17 44 26 96 28 
less than $10,000            
Count 24 3 2 0 0 0 1 3 0 9 6 
Column % 8% 10% 9% 0% 0% 0% 6% 7% 0% 9% 21% 
Row % 100% 13% 8% 0% 0% 0% 4% 13% 0% 38% 25% 
$10,000 to $49,999            
Count 22 1 1 1 0 1 2 2 4 10 0 
Column % 8% 3% 4% 13% 0% 10% 12% 5% 15% 10% 0% 
Row % 100% 5% 5% 5% 0% 5% 9% 9% 18% 45% 0% 
$50,000 to $99,999            
Count 19 0 2 0 0 0 1 2 5 7 2 
Column % 7% 0% 9% 0% 0% 0% 6% 5% 19% 7% 7% 
Row % 100% 0% 11% 0% 0% 0% 5% 11% 26% 37% 11% 
$100,000 to $499,999            
Count 104 11 7 5 2 7 5 17 7 33 10 
Column % 37% 37% 30% 63% 100% 70% 29% 39% 27% 34% 36% 
Row % 100% 11% 7% 5% 2% 7% 5% 16% 7% 32% 10% 
$500,000 to $999,999            
Count 38 6 4 0 0 0 1 6 4 11 6 
Column % 13% 20% 17% 0% 0% 0% 6% 14% 15% 11% 21% 
Row % 100% 16% 11% 0% 0% 0% 3% 16% 11% 29% 16% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999           
Count 38 3 4 0 0 2 4 9 4 11 1 
Column % 13% 10% 17% 0% 0% 20% 24% 20% 15% 11% 4% 
Row % 100% 8% 11% 0% 0% 5% 11% 24% 11% 29% 3% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999           
Count 9 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 3 2 
Column % 3% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 5% 0% 3% 7% 
Row % 100% 11% 0% 0% 0% 0% 11% 22% 0% 33% 22% 
$10,000,000 or more            
Count 30 5 3 2 0 0 2 3 2 12 1 
Column % 11% 17% 13% 25% 0% 0% 12% 7% 8% 13% 4% 
Row % 100% 17% 10% 7% 0% 0% 7% 10% 7% 40% 3% 
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Relative Humidity Settings – Collections Housed in One Building – By Budget 
 
 
 
 
  
Are the equipment's RH settings kept at a constant level ±5% around the clock? (Select one.) 
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Annual Operating Budget                       
Sample Size 284 17 32 3 2 10 8 21 70 81 40 
less than $10,000                       
Count 24 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 3 8 7 
Column % 8% 12% 6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 10% 4% 10% 18% 
Row % 100% 8% 8% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 13% 33% 29% 
$10,000 to $49,999                       
Count 22 1 2 0 0 1 1 1 8 8 0 
Column % 8% 6% 6% 0% 0% 10% 13% 5% 11% 10% 0% 
Row % 100% 5% 9% 0% 0% 5% 5% 5% 36% 36% 0% 
$50,000 to $99,999                       
Count 19 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 8 7 2 
Column % 7% 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 11% 9% 5% 
Row % 100% 0% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 42% 37% 11% 
$100,000 to $499,999                       
Count 104 4 10 1 2 6 2 8 26 26 19 
Column % 37% 24% 31% 33% 100% 60% 25% 38% 37% 32% 48% 
Row % 100% 4% 10% 1% 2% 6% 2% 8% 25% 25% 18% 
$500,000 to $999,999                       
Count 38 1 6 0 0 0 0 3 13 10 5 
Column % 13% 6% 19% 0% 0% 0% 0% 14% 19% 12% 13% 
Row % 100% 3% 16% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 34% 26% 13% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                       
Count 38 3 6 0 0 3 3 4 5 11 3 
Column % 13% 18% 19% 0% 0% 30% 38% 19% 7% 14% 8% 
Row % 100% 8% 16% 0% 0% 8% 8% 11% 13% 29% 8% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                       
Count 9 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 3 2 
Column % 3% 6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 25% 5% 0% 4% 5% 
Row % 100% 11% 0% 0% 0% 0% 22% 11% 0% 33% 22% 
$10,000,000 or more                       
Count 30 5 5 2 0 0 0 1 7 8 2 
Column % 11% 29% 16% 67% 0% 0% 0% 5% 10% 10% 5% 
Row % 100% 17% 17% 7% 0% 0% 0% 3% 23% 27% 7% 
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Climate-Control Components – Collections Housed in Multiple Buildings – By Budget 
 
  
What, if any, climate-control components are included in the buildings that house your collections? 
(Select all that apply, "no climate-control equipment of any kind," or "don't know.") 
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Annual Operating Budget                           
Sample Size 188 125 46 66 49 79 10 163 32 40 52 20 5 
less than $10,000                           
Count 19 7 3 6 2 5 1 14 1 4 4 4 1 
Column % 10% 6% 7% 9% 4% 6% 10% 9% 3% 10% 8% 20% 20% 
Row % 100% 37% 16% 32% 11% 26% 5% 74% 5% 21% 21% 21% 5% 
$10,000 to $49,999                           
Count 31 12 3 12 2 12 1 26 7 2 1 3 1 
Column % 16% 10% 7% 18% 4% 15% 10% 16% 22% 5% 2% 15% 20% 
Row % 100% 39% 10% 39% 6% 39% 3% 84% 23% 6% 3% 10% 3% 
$50,000 to $99,999                           
Count 14 8 2 3 2 12 1 12 2 2 3 3 0 
Column % 7% 6% 4% 5% 4% 15% 10% 7% 6% 5% 6% 15% 0% 
Row % 100% 57% 14% 21% 14% 86% 7% 86% 14% 14% 21% 21% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999                           
Count 36 26 17 14 9 17 1 32 7 6 7 3 0 
Column % 19% 21% 37% 21% 18% 22% 10% 20% 22% 15% 13% 15% 0% 
Row % 100% 72% 47% 39% 25% 47% 3% 89% 19% 17% 19% 8% 0% 
$500,000 to $999,999                           
Count 12 9 3 6 4 4 1 10 2 4 5 1 0 
Column % 6% 7% 7% 9% 8% 5% 10% 6% 6% 10% 10% 5% 0% 
Row % 100% 75% 25% 50% 33% 33% 8% 83% 17% 33% 42% 8% 0% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                           
Count 43 37 10 15 19 17 3 39 9 14 20 1 0 
Column % 23% 30% 22% 23% 39% 22% 30% 24% 28% 35% 38% 5% 0% 
Row % 100% 86% 23% 35% 44% 40% 7% 91% 21% 33% 47% 2% 0% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                           
Count 6 5 0 1 2 2 1 5 1 3 4 0 1 
Column % 3% 4% 0% 2% 4% 3% 10% 3% 3% 8% 8% 0% 20% 
Row % 100% 83% 0% 17% 33% 33% 17% 83% 17% 50% 67% 0% 17% 
$10,000,000 or more                           
Count 27 21 8 9 9 10 1 25 3 5 8 5 2 
Column % 14% 17% 17% 14% 18% 13% 10% 15% 9% 13% 15% 25% 40% 
Row % 100% 78% 30% 33% 33% 37% 4% 93% 11% 19% 30% 19% 7% 
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Temperature Settings – Collections Housed in Multiple Buildings – By Budget 
 
  
Are the equipment's temperature settings kept at a constant level ±5°F around the clock? (Select one.) 
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Annual Operating Budget                       
Sample Size 168 14 34 1 6 6 17 17 8 49 16 
less than $10,000                       
Count 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 10 3 
Column % 9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 13% 20% 19% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 7% 7% 67% 20% 
$10,000 to $49,999                       
Count 28 2 4 0 0 0 3 3 4 11 1 
Column % 17% 14% 12% 0% 0% 0% 18% 18% 50% 22% 6% 
Row % 100% 7% 14% 0% 0% 0% 11% 11% 14% 39% 4% 
$50,000 to $99,999                       
Count 11 2 2 0 2 0 1 0 1 3 0 
Column % 7% 14% 6% 0% 33% 0% 6% 0% 13% 6% 0% 
Row % 100% 18% 18% 0% 18% 0% 9% 0% 9% 27% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999                       
Count 33 5 7 0 3 2 6 2 2 5 1 
Column % 20% 36% 21% 0% 50% 33% 35% 12% 25% 10% 6% 
Row % 100% 15% 21% 0% 9% 6% 18% 6% 6% 15% 3% 
$500,000 to $999,999                       
Count 11 1 5 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 
Column % 7% 7% 15% 100% 0% 0% 0% 12% 0% 2% 6% 
Row % 100% 9% 45% 9% 0% 0% 0% 18% 0% 9% 9% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                       
Count 42 3 7 0 0 2 4 7 0 12 7 
Column % 25% 21% 21% 0% 0% 33% 24% 41% 0% 24% 44% 
Row % 100% 7% 17% 0% 0% 5% 10% 17% 0% 29% 17% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                       
Count 6 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 
Column % 4% 0% 6% 0% 17% 0% 0% 6% 0% 0% 13% 
Row % 100% 0% 33% 0% 17% 0% 0% 17% 0% 0% 33% 
$10,000,000 or more                       
Count 22 1 7 0 0 2 3 1 0 7 1 
Column % 13% 7% 21% 0% 0% 33% 18% 6% 0% 14% 6% 
Row % 100% 5% 32% 0% 0% 9% 14% 5% 0% 32% 5% 
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Relative Humidity Settings – Collections Housed in Multiple Buildings – By Budget 
 
  
Are the equipment's relative humidity settings kept at a constant level ±5% around the clock? (Select one.) 
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Annual Operating Budget                       
Sample Size 168 10 38  -  6 8 7 7 33 43 16 
less than $10,000                       
Count 15 0 0  -  0 0 0 0 3 10 2 
Column % 9% 0% 0%  -  0% 0% 0% 0% 9% 23% 13% 
Row % 100% 0% 0%  -  0% 0% 0% 0% 20% 67% 13% 
$10,000 to $49,999                       
Count 28 1 6  -  1 0 1 1 9 8 1 
Column % 17% 10% 16%  -  17% 0% 14% 14% 27% 19% 6% 
Row % 100% 4% 21%  -  4% 0% 4% 4% 32% 29% 4% 
$50,000 to $99,999                       
Count 11 1 3  -  1 1 1 0 2 2 0 
Column % 7% 10% 8%  -  17% 13% 14% 0% 6% 5% 0% 
Row % 100% 9% 27%  -  9% 9% 9% 0% 18% 18% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999                       
Count 33 2 6  -  2 3 2 1 9 6 2 
Column % 20% 20% 16%  -  33% 38% 29% 14% 27% 14% 13% 
Row % 100% 6% 18%  -  6% 9% 6% 3% 27% 18% 6% 
$500,000 to $999,999                       
Count 11 2 4  -  0 0 0 1 2 1 1 
Column % 7% 20% 11%  -  0% 0% 0% 14% 6% 2% 6% 
Row % 100% 18% 36%  -  0% 0% 0% 9% 18% 9% 9% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                       
Count 42 3 10  -  1 3 2 3 3 10 7 
Column % 25% 30% 26%  -  17% 38% 29% 43% 9% 23% 44% 
Row % 100% 7% 24%  -  2% 7% 5% 7% 7% 24% 17% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                       
Count 6 0 2  -  1 0 0 1 0 0 2 
Column % 4% 0% 5%  -  17% 0% 0% 14% 0% 0% 13% 
Row % 100% 0% 33%  -  17% 0% 0% 17% 0% 0% 33% 
$10,000,000 or more                       
Count 22 1 7  -  0 1 1 0 5 6 1 
Column % 13% 10% 18%  -  0% 13% 14% 0% 15% 14% 6% 
Row % 100% 5% 32%  -  0% 5% 5% 0% 23% 27% 5% 
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Fire Protection Coverage for Circulating Collections - By Budget 
         
  
Approximately what percentage of your circulating collection is protected by a building-
wide fire detection and suppression system? 
Total 0% 1%-24% 25%-49% 50%-74% 75%-99% 100% Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget                 
Sample Size 252 82 6 1 2 21 130 10 
less than $10,000                 
Count 4 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 
Column % 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 5% 1% 0% 
Row % 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 25% 25% 0% 
$10,000 to $49,999                 
Count 12 7 0 0 0 1 3 1 
Column % 5% 9% 0% 0% 0% 5% 2% 10% 
Row % 100% 58% 0% 0% 0% 8% 25% 8% 
$50,000 to $99,999                 
Count 12 4 1 0 0 2 4 1 
Column % 5% 5% 17% 0% 0% 10% 3% 10% 
Row % 100% 33% 8% 0% 0% 17% 33% 8% 
$100,000 to $499,999                 
Count 107 39 2 1 0 11 49 5 
Column % 42% 48% 33% 100% 0% 52% 38% 50% 
Row % 100% 36% 2% 1% 0% 10% 46% 5% 
$500,000 to $999,999                 
Count 38 11 1 0 0 3 21 2 
Column % 15% 13% 17% 0% 0% 14% 16% 20% 
Row % 100% 29% 3% 0% 0% 8% 55% 5% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                 
Count 48 13 1 0 2 1 30 1 
Column % 19% 16% 17% 0% 100% 5% 23% 10% 
Row % 100% 27% 2% 0% 4% 2% 63% 2% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                 
Count 10 2 0 0 0 0 8 0 
Column % 4% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 0% 
Row % 100% 20% 0% 0% 0% 0% 80% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more                 
Count 21 4 1 0 0 2 14 0 
Column % 8% 5% 17% 0% 0% 10% 11% 0% 
Row % 100% 19% 5% 0% 0% 10% 67% 0% 
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Fire Protection Coverage for Permanent Collections - By Budget 
         
  
Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, approximately what percentage is 
protected by a building-wide fire detection and suppression system? 
Total 0% 1%-24% 25%-49% 50%-74% 75%-99% 100% Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget                 
Sample Size 473 186 17 10 12 49 177 22 
less than $10,000                 
Count 49 29 3 2 1 4 9 1 
Column % 10% 16% 18% 20% 8% 8% 5% 5% 
Row % 100% 59% 6% 4% 2% 8% 18% 2% 
$10,000 to $49,999                 
Count 53 33 2 0 1 5 10 2 
Column % 11% 18% 12% 0% 8% 10% 6% 9% 
Row % 100% 62% 4% 0% 2% 9% 19% 4% 
$50,000 to $99,999                 
Count 35 17 0 0 3 3 8 4 
Column % 7% 9% 0% 0% 25% 6% 5% 18% 
Row % 100% 49% 0% 0% 9% 9% 23% 11% 
$100,000 to $499,999                 
Count 135 55 4 3 1 13 52 7 
Column % 29% 30% 24% 30% 8% 27% 29% 32% 
Row % 100% 41% 3% 2% 1% 10% 39% 5% 
$500,000 to $999,999                 
Count 49 13 1 2 1 5 25 2 
Column % 10% 7% 6% 20% 8% 10% 14% 9% 
Row % 100% 27% 2% 4% 2% 10% 51% 4% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                 
Count 80 20 5 1 1 11 40 2 
Column % 17% 11% 29% 10% 8% 22% 23% 9% 
Row % 100% 25% 6% 1% 1% 14% 50% 3% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                 
Count 15 3 0 0 1 1 10 0 
Column % 3% 2% 0% 0% 8% 2% 6% 0% 
Row % 100% 20% 0% 0% 7% 7% 67% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more                 
Count 57 16 2 2 3 7 23 4 
Column % 12% 9% 12% 20% 25% 14% 13% 18% 
Row % 100% 28% 4% 4% 5% 12% 40% 7% 
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Fire Detection Devices - Types – Collections Housed in One Building - By Budget 
        
  
What types of fire detection devices exist in the building that houses your collections? 
(Select all that apply or "none.") 
Total 
Heat 
Detectors 
Smoke 
Detectors 
Air Sampling 
System 
We have detection 
devices, but I am not 
sure of the type None Other 
Annual Operating Budget               
Sample Size 309 133 217 5 64 14 10 
less than $10,000               
Count 32 5 15 0 10 6 2 
Column % 10% 4% 7% 0% 16% 43% 20% 
Row % 100% 16% 47% 0% 31% 19% 6% 
$10,000 to $49,999               
Count 23 9 15 0 5 1 0 
Column % 7% 7% 7% 0% 8% 7% 0% 
Row % 100% 39% 65% 0% 22% 4% 0% 
$50,000 to $99,999               
Count 22 7 16 0 4 1 0 
Column % 7% 5% 7% 0% 6% 7% 0% 
Row % 100% 32% 73% 0% 18% 5% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999               
Count 112 55 85 4 21 2 5 
Column % 36% 41% 39% 80% 33% 14% 50% 
Row % 100% 49% 76% 4% 19% 2% 4% 
$500,000 to $999,999               
Count 38 18 27 0 5 1 2 
Column % 12% 14% 12% 0% 8% 7% 20% 
Row % 100% 47% 71% 0% 13% 3% 5% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999               
Count 40 24 36 1 6 0 0 
Column % 13% 18% 17% 20% 9% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 60% 90% 3% 15% 0% 0% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999               
Count 10 2 6 0 4 0 1 
Column % 3% 2% 3% 0% 6% 0% 10% 
Row % 100% 20% 60% 0% 40% 0% 10% 
$10,000,000 or more               
Count 32 13 17 0 9 3 0 
Column % 10% 10% 8% 0% 14% 21% 0% 
Row % 100% 41% 53% 0% 28% 9% 0% 
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Fire Detection Devices - Types – Collections Housed in Multiple Buildings - By Budget 
        
  
What types of fire detection devices exist in the buildings housing your collections? 
(Select all that apply or "none.") 
Total 
Heat 
Detectors 
Smoke 
Detectors 
Air Sampling 
System 
We have detection 
devices, but I am 
not sure of the 
type None Other 
Annual Operating Budget               
Sample Size 188 82 155 8 25 10 5 
less than $10,000               
Count 19 6 12 0 2 4 2 
Column % 10% 7% 8% 0% 8% 40% 40% 
Row % 100% 32% 63% 0% 11% 21% 11% 
$10,000 to $49,999               
Count 31 10 21 1 8 3 0 
Column % 16% 12% 14% 13% 32% 30% 0% 
Row % 100% 32% 68% 3% 26% 10% 0% 
$50,000 to $99,999               
Count 14 6 14 2 0 0 0 
Column % 7% 7% 9% 25% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 43% 100% 14% 0% 0% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999               
Count 36 15 28 2 4 2 0 
Column % 19% 18% 18% 25% 16% 20% 0% 
Row % 100% 42% 78% 6% 11% 6% 0% 
$500,000 to $999,999               
Count 12 7 11 1 1 0 0 
Column % 6% 9% 7% 13% 4% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 58% 92% 8% 8% 0% 0% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999               
Count 43 24 39 0 4 1 3 
Column % 23% 29% 25% 0% 16% 10% 60% 
Row % 100% 56% 91% 0% 9% 2% 7% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999               
Count 6 4 5 0 1 0 0 
Column % 3% 5% 3% 0% 4% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 67% 83% 0% 17% 0% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more               
Count 27 10 25 2 5 0 0 
Column % 14% 12% 16% 25% 20% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 37% 93% 7% 19% 0% 0% 
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Fire Detection Devices - Installation - One Building - By Budget  Fire Detection Devices - Installation - Multiple Buildings - By Budget 
                       
  
Are fire detection devices installed 
throughout the building that houses your 
collections?  
  
Are fire detection devices installed throughout the buildings housing 
your collections? 
Total Yes No Don't know  Total 
Yes, throughout 
all buildings 
Yes, throughout 
some buildings No Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget          Annual Operating Budget           
Sample Size 294 262 13 19  Sample Size 178 137 30 6 5 
less than $10,000          less than $10,000           
Count 26 16 4 6  Count 15 7 4 3 1 
Column % 9% 6% 31% 32%  Column % 8% 5% 13% 50% 20% 
Row % 100% 62% 15% 23%  Row % 100% 47% 27% 20% 7% 
$10,000 to $49,999          $10,000 to $49,999           
Count 22 18 1 3  Count 28 18 7 2 1 
Column % 7% 7% 8% 16%  Column % 16% 13% 23% 33% 20% 
Row % 100% 82% 5% 14%  Row % 100% 64% 25% 7% 4% 
$50,000 to $99,999          $50,000 to $99,999           
Count 21 17 2 2  Count 14 9 5 0 0 
Column % 7% 6% 15% 11%  Column % 8% 7% 17% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 81% 10% 10%  Row % 100% 64% 36% 0% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999          $100,000 to $499,999           
Count 110 103 2 5  Count 34 29 5 0 0 
Column % 37% 39% 15% 26%  Column % 19% 21% 17% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 94% 2% 5%  Row % 100% 85% 15% 0% 0% 
$500,000 to $999,999          $500,000 to $999,999           
Count 36 36 0 0  Count 12 11 1 0 0 
Column % 12% 14% 0% 0%  Column % 7% 8% 3% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 100% 0% 0%  Row % 100% 92% 8% 0% 0% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999          $1,000,000 to $4,999,999           
Count 40 38 2 0  Count 42 34 4 1 3 
Column % 14% 15% 15% 0%  Column % 24% 25% 13% 17% 60% 
Row % 100% 95% 5% 0%  Row % 100% 81% 10% 2% 7% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999          $5,000,000 to $9,999,999           
Count 10 9 0 1  Count 6 6 0 0 0 
Column % 3% 3% 0% 5%  Column % 3% 4% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 90% 0% 10%  Row % 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more          $10,000,000 or more           
Count 29 25 2 2  Count 27 23 4 0 0 
Column % 10% 10% 15% 11%  Column % 15% 17% 13% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 86% 7% 7%  Row % 100% 85% 15% 0% 0% 
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Fire Detection Devices - Inspection - One Building - By Budget  Fire Detection Devices - Inspection - Multiple Buildings - By Budget 
                 
  
Are fire detection devices inspected 
according manufacturer specifications 
to ensure proper operation?  
  
Are fire detection devices inspected according to 
manufacturer specifications to ensure proper 
operation? 
Total Yes No Don't know  Total 
Yes, for all 
buildings 
Yes, for some 
buildings No 
Don't 
know 
Annual Operating Budget          
Annual Operating 
Budget           
Sample Size 294 229 10 55   Sample Size 178 121 18 8 31 
less than $10,000           less than $10,000           
Count 26 12 2 12   Count 15 8 3 2 2 
Column % 9% 5% 20% 22%   Column % 8% 7% 17% 25% 6% 
Row % 100% 46% 8% 46%   Row % 100% 53% 20% 13% 13% 
$10,000 to $49,999           $10,000 to $49,999           
Count 22 17 0 5   Count 28 12 3 4 9 
Column % 7% 7% 0% 9%   Column % 16% 10% 17% 50% 29% 
Row % 100% 77% 0% 23%   Row % 100% 43% 11% 14% 32% 
$50,000 to $99,999           $50,000 to $99,999           
Count 21 14 2 5   Count 14 10 3 0 1 
Column % 7% 6% 20% 9%   Column % 8% 8% 17% 0% 3% 
Row % 100% 67% 10% 24%   Row % 100% 71% 21% 0% 7% 
$100,000 to $499,999           $100,000 to $499,999           
Count 110 93 3 14   Count 34 24 3 1 6 
Column % 37% 41% 30% 25%   Column % 19% 20% 17% 13% 19% 
Row % 100% 85% 3% 13%   Row % 100% 71% 9% 3% 18% 
$500,000 to $999,999           $500,000 to $999,999           
Count 36 31 2 3   Count 12 11 0 0 1 
Column % 12% 14% 20% 5%   Column % 7% 9% 0% 0% 3% 
Row % 100% 86% 6% 8%   Row % 100% 92% 0% 0% 8% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999           
$1,000,000 to 
$4,999,999           
Count 40 35 0 5   Count 42 32 3 1 6 
Column % 14% 15% 0% 9%   Column % 24% 26% 17% 13% 19% 
Row % 100% 88% 0% 13%   Row % 100% 76% 7% 2% 14% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999           
$5,000,000 to 
$9,999,999           
Count 10 6 0 4   Count 6 4 0 0 2 
Column % 3% 3% 0% 7%   Column % 3% 3% 0% 0% 6% 
Row % 100% 60% 0% 40%   Row % 100% 67% 0% 0% 33% 
$10,000,000 or more           $10,000,000 or more           
Count 29 21 1 7   Count 27 20 3 0 4 
Column % 10% 9% 10% 13%   Column % 15% 17% 17% 0% 13% 
Row % 100% 72% 3% 24%   Row % 100% 74% 11% 0% 15% 
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Fire Detection Devices - Monitoring - One Building - By Budget  Fire Detection Devices - Monitoring - Multiple Buildings - By Budget 
            
  
Are fire detection devices connected 
directly either to the local fire 
department or another monitoring 
agency?  
  
Are fire detection devices connected directly either to the 
local fire department or another monitoring agency? 
Total Yes No Don't know  Total 
Yes, for all 
buildings 
Yes, for some 
buildings No 
Don't 
know 
Annual Operating Budget          Annual Operating Budget           
Sample Size 294 249 17 28   Sample Size 178 118 33 12 15 
less than $10,000           less than $10,000           
Count 26 11 6 9   Count 15 4 4 5 2 
Column % 9% 4% 35% 32%   Column % 8% 3% 12% 42% 13% 
Row % 100% 42% 23% 35%   Row % 100% 27% 27% 33% 13% 
$10,000 to $49,999           $10,000 to $49,999           
Count 22 17 1 4   Count 28 14 6 3 5 
Column % 7% 7% 6% 14%   Column % 16% 12% 18% 25% 33% 
Row % 100% 77% 5% 18%   Row % 100% 50% 21% 11% 18% 
$50,000 to $99,999           $50,000 to $99,999           
Count 21 15 2 4   Count 14 10 3 1 0 
Column % 7% 6% 12% 14%   Column % 8% 8% 9% 8% 0% 
Row % 100% 71% 10% 19%   Row % 100% 71% 21% 7% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999           $100,000 to $499,999           
Count 110 99 5 6   Count 34 25 8 0 1 
Column % 37% 40% 29% 21%   Column % 19% 21% 24% 0% 7% 
Row % 100% 90% 5% 5%   Row % 100% 74% 24% 0% 3% 
$500,000 to $999,999           $500,000 to $999,999           
Count 36 35 0 1   Count 12 10 1 0 1 
Column % 12% 14% 0% 4%   Column % 7% 8% 3% 0% 7% 
Row % 100% 97% 0% 3%   Row % 100% 83% 8% 0% 8% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999           $1,000,000 to $4,999,999           
Count 40 39 1 0   Count 42 31 7 1 3 
Column % 14% 16% 6% 0%   Column % 24% 26% 21% 8% 20% 
Row % 100% 98% 3% 0%   Row % 100% 74% 17% 2% 7% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999           $5,000,000 to $9,999,999           
Count 10 8 1 1   Count 6 5 1 0 0 
Column % 3% 3% 6% 4%   Column % 3% 4% 3% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 80% 10% 10%   Row % 100% 83% 17% 0% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more           $10,000,000 or more           
Count 29 25 1 3   Count 27 19 3 2 3 
Column % 10% 10% 6% 11%   Column % 15% 16% 9% 17% 20% 
Row % 100% 86% 3% 10%   Row % 100% 70% 11% 7% 11% 
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Fire Suppression System - Type - One Building - By Budget 
            
  
What type of fire suppression system exists in the building housing your collections? (Select all that apply or "none.") 
Total 
Wet pipe 
sprinkler 
system 
Dry pipe 
sprinkler 
system 
Water 
mist 
sprinkler 
system 
Pre-action 
automatic 
sprinkler 
system 
Inert gas 
suppression 
system 
Dry 
chemical 
automatic 
system 
Low 
oxygen 
system 
We have a 
suppression 
system, but I am 
not sure of the 
type None Other 
Annual Operating Budget                       
Sample Size 308 68 23 8 10 5 1 1 56 142 26 
less than $10,000                       
Count 32 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 21 2 
Column % 10% 6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 9% 15% 8% 
Row % 100% 13% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 16% 66% 6% 
$10,000 to $49,999                       
Count 23 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 16 3 
Column % 7% 1% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 11% 12% 
Row % 100% 4% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 13% 70% 13% 
$50,000 to $99,999                       
Count 22 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 11 3 
Column % 7% 6% 0% 0% 0% 20% 0% 0% 5% 8% 12% 
Row % 100% 18% 0% 0% 0% 5% 0% 0% 14% 50% 14% 
$100,000 to $499,999                       
Count 112 27 10 3 4 2 0 0 18 49 10 
Column % 36% 40% 43% 38% 40% 40% 0% 0% 32% 35% 38% 
Row % 100% 24% 9% 3% 4% 2% 0% 0% 16% 44% 9% 
$500,000 to $999,999                       
Count 37 13 4 2 2 0 1 0 5 14 1 
Column % 12% 19% 17% 25% 20% 0% 100% 0% 9% 10% 4% 
Row % 100% 35% 11% 5% 5% 0% 3% 0% 14% 38% 3% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                       
Count 40 10 5 2 1 0 0 0 12 14 1 
Column % 13% 15% 22% 25% 10% 0% 0% 0% 21% 10% 4% 
Row % 100% 25% 13% 5% 3% 0% 0% 0% 30% 35% 3% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                       
Count 10 4 1 0 1 2 0 1 2 3 1 
Column % 3% 6% 4% 0% 10% 40% 0% 100% 4% 2% 4% 
Row % 100% 40% 10% 0% 10% 20% 0% 10% 20% 30% 10% 
$10,000,000 or more                       
Count 32 5 1 1 2 0 0 0 8 14 5 
Column % 10% 7% 4% 13% 20% 0% 0% 0% 14% 10% 19% 
Row % 100% 16% 3% 3% 6% 0% 0% 0% 25% 44% 16% 
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Fire Suppression System – Type - Multiple Buildings - By Budget 
            
  
What types of fire suppression systems exist in the buildings housing your collections? (Select all that apply or "none.") 
Total 
Wet pipe 
sprinkler 
system 
Dry pipe 
sprinkler 
system 
Water 
mist 
sprinkler 
system 
Pre-action 
automatic 
sprinkler 
system 
Inert gas 
suppression 
system 
Dry 
chemical 
automatic 
system 
Low 
oxygen 
system 
We have 
suppression 
systems, but I 
am not sure of 
the type None Other 
Annual Operating Budget                       
Sample Size 188 47 18 7 9 8  -  2 36 78 17 
less than $10,000                       
Count 19 2 0 0 1 0  -  0 3 12 2 
Column % 10% 4% 0% 0% 11% 0%  -  0% 8% 15% 12% 
Row % 100% 11% 0% 0% 5% 0%  -  0% 16% 63% 11% 
$10,000 to $49,999                       
Count 31 2 1 1 0 1  -  0 5 20 1 
Column % 16% 4% 6% 14% 0% 13%  -  0% 14% 26% 6% 
Row % 100% 6% 3% 3% 0% 3%  -  0% 16% 65% 3% 
$50,000 to $99,999                       
Count 14 3 0 1 0 0  -  1 0 11 1 
Column % 7% 6% 0% 14% 0% 0%  -  50% 0% 14% 6% 
Row % 100% 21% 0% 7% 0% 0%  -  7% 0% 79% 7% 
$100,000 to $499,999                       
Count 36 6 3 1 0 0  -  0 5 19 5 
Column % 19% 13% 17% 14% 0% 0%  -  0% 14% 24% 29% 
Row % 100% 17% 8% 3% 0% 0%  -  0% 14% 53% 14% 
$500,000 to $999,999                       
Count 12 5 2 0 2 1  -  0 1 5 1 
Column % 6% 11% 11% 0% 22% 13%  -  0% 3% 6% 6% 
Row % 100% 42% 17% 0% 17% 8%  -  0% 8% 42% 8% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                       
Count 43 15 10 3 5 3  -  0 10 7 5 
Column % 23% 32% 56% 43% 56% 38%  -  0% 28% 9% 29% 
Row % 100% 35% 23% 7% 12% 7%  -  0% 23% 16% 12% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                       
Count 6 1 1 0 0 1  -  0 4 0 0 
Column % 3% 2% 6% 0% 0% 13%  -  0% 11% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 17% 17% 0% 0% 17%  -  0% 67% 0% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more                       
Count 27 13 1 1 1 2  -  1 8 4 2 
Column % 14% 28% 6% 14% 11% 25%  -  50% 22% 5% 12% 
Row % 100% 48% 4% 4% 4% 7%  -  4% 30% 15% 7% 
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Fire Suppression System - Installation - One Building - By Budget  Fire Suppression System - Installation - Multiple Buildings - By Budget 
            
  
Is/are the fire suppression system(s) 
installed throughout the building that 
houses your collections?  
  
Are fire suppression systems installed throughout the buildings 
housing your collections? 
Total Yes No Don't know  Total 
Yes, 
throughout all 
buildings 
Yes, 
throughout 
some 
buildings No Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget          Annual Operating Budget           
Sample Size 166 125 13 28   Sample Size 110 56 39 10 5 
less than $10,000           less than $10,000           
Count 11 5 1 5   Count 7 2 3 1 1 
Column % 7% 4% 8% 18%   Column % 6% 4% 8% 10% 20% 
Row % 100% 45% 9% 45%   Row % 100% 29% 43% 14% 14% 
$10,000 to $49,999           $10,000 to $49,999           
Count 7 6 0 1   Count 11 5 3 2 1 
Column % 4% 5% 0% 4%   Column % 10% 9% 8% 20% 20% 
Row % 100% 86% 0% 14%   Row % 100% 45% 27% 18% 9% 
$50,000 to $99,999           $50,000 to $99,999           
Count 11 6 3 2   Count 3 1 0 2 0 
Column % 7% 5% 23% 7%   Column % 3% 2% 0% 20% 0% 
Row % 100% 55% 27% 18%   Row % 100% 33% 0% 67% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999           $100,000 to $499,999           
Count 63 50 2 11   Count 17 8 6 2 1 
Column % 38% 40% 15% 39%   Column % 15% 14% 15% 20% 20% 
Row % 100% 79% 3% 17%   Row % 100% 47% 35% 12% 6% 
$500,000 to $999,999           $500,000 to $999,999           
Count 23 20 1 2   Count 7 5 2 0 0 
Column % 14% 16% 8% 7%   Column % 6% 9% 5% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 87% 4% 9%   Row % 100% 71% 29% 0% 0% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999           $1,000,000 to $4,999,999           
Count 26 24 1 1   Count 36 20 15 1 0 
Column % 16% 19% 8% 4%   Column % 33% 36% 38% 10% 0% 
Row % 100% 92% 4% 4%   Row % 100% 56% 42% 3% 0% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999           $5,000,000 to $9,999,999           
Count 7 4 1 2   Count 6 3 3 0 0 
Column % 4% 3% 8% 7%   Column % 5% 5% 8% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 57% 14% 29%   Row % 100% 50% 50% 0% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more           $10,000,000 or more           
Count 18 10 4 4   Count 23 12 7 2 2 
Column % 11% 8% 31% 14%   Column % 21% 21% 18% 20% 40% 
Row % 100% 56% 22% 22%   Row % 100% 52% 30% 9% 9% 
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Fire Suppression System - Inspection - One Building - By Budget  Fire Suppression System - Inspection - Multiple Buildings - By Budget 
            
  
Is/are fire suppression system(s) 
inspected according to manufacturer 
specifications to ensure proper 
operation?  
  
Are fire suppression systems inspected according to manufacturer 
specifications to ensure proper operation? 
Total Yes No Don't know  Total 
Yes, for all 
buildings 
Yes, for some 
buildings No 
Don't 
know 
Annual Operating Budget          Annual Operating Budget           
Sample Size 166 113 8 45   Sample Size 110 67 17 4 22 
less than $10,000           less than $10,000           
Count 11 1 1 9   Count 7 1 2 1 3 
Column % 7% 1% 13% 20%   Column % 6% 1% 12% 25% 14% 
Row % 100% 9% 9% 82%   Row % 100% 14% 29% 14% 43% 
$10,000 to $49,999           $10,000 to $49,999           
Count 7 6 0 1   Count 11 6 1 2 2 
Column % 4% 5% 0% 2%   Column % 10% 9% 6% 50% 9% 
Row % 100% 86% 0% 14%   Row % 100% 55% 9% 18% 18% 
$50,000 to $99,999           $50,000 to $99,999           
Count 11 6 2 3   Count 3 3 0 0 0 
Column % 7% 5% 25% 7%   Column % 3% 4% 0% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 55% 18% 27%   Row % 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999           $100,000 to $499,999           
Count 63 42 3 18   Count 17 9 3 0 5 
Column % 38% 37% 38% 40%   Column % 15% 13% 18% 0% 23% 
Row % 100% 67% 5% 29%   Row % 100% 53% 18% 0% 29% 
$500,000 to $999,999           $500,000 to $999,999           
Count 23 22 0 1   Count 7 6 0 0 1 
Column % 14% 19% 0% 2%   Column % 6% 9% 0% 0% 5% 
Row % 100% 96% 0% 4%   Row % 100% 86% 0% 0% 14% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999           $1,000,000 to $4,999,999           
Count 26 22 0 4   Count 36 24 8 0 4 
Column % 16% 19% 0% 9%   Column % 33% 36% 47% 0% 18% 
Row % 100% 85% 0% 15%   Row % 100% 67% 22% 0% 11% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999           $5,000,000 to $9,999,999           
Count 7 5 0 2   Count 6 3 0 0 3 
Column % 4% 4% 0% 4%   Column % 5% 4% 0% 0% 14% 
Row % 100% 71% 0% 29%   Row % 100% 50% 0% 0% 50% 
$10,000,000 or more           $10,000,000 or more           
Count 18 9 2 7   Count 23 15 3 1 4 
Column % 11% 8% 25% 16%   Column % 21% 22% 18% 25% 18% 
Row % 100% 50% 11% 39%   Row % 100% 65% 13% 4% 17% 
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Security Measures - By Budget 
          
  
Which of the following security measures do the building or buildings housing your collections have?  (Select all that apply or "none.") 
Total 
After-hours 
security 
guard 
Building is shared with 
other administrative 
units and door locks 
are keyed separately 
Burglar alarms 
on doors 
and/or 
windows 
Computerized 
security system 
Electronic 
security 
system at exit 
Motion 
detectors in 
rooms None Other 
Annual Operating Budget                   
Sample Size 494 62 141 235 118 202 260 68 55 
less than $10,000                   
Count 50 3 13 17 6 11 11 18 5 
Column % 10% 5% 9% 7% 5% 5% 4% 26% 9% 
Row % 100% 6% 26% 34% 12% 22% 22% 36% 10% 
$10,000 to $49,999                   
Count 54 8 11 25 6 19 31 6 7 
Column % 11% 13% 8% 11% 5% 9% 12% 9% 13% 
Row % 100% 15% 20% 46% 11% 35% 57% 11% 13% 
$50,000 to $99,999                   
Count 36 3 12 14 4 8 18 6 6 
Column % 7% 5% 9% 6% 3% 4% 7% 9% 11% 
Row % 100% 8% 33% 39% 11% 22% 50% 17% 17% 
$100,000 to $499,999                   
Count 148 15 28 73 31 59 81 20 13 
Column % 30% 24% 20% 31% 26% 29% 31% 29% 24% 
Row % 100% 10% 19% 49% 21% 40% 55% 14% 9% 
$500,000 to $999,999                   
Count 49 5 7 32 13 27 34 3 8 
Column % 10% 8% 5% 14% 11% 13% 13% 4% 15% 
Row % 100% 10% 14% 65% 27% 55% 69% 6% 16% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                   
Count 83 12 30 46 36 49 61 3 9 
Column % 17% 19% 21% 20% 31% 24% 23% 4% 16% 
Row % 100% 14% 36% 55% 43% 59% 73% 4% 11% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                   
Count 16 5 8 8 6 9 8 0 0 
Column % 3% 8% 6% 3% 5% 4% 3% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 31% 50% 50% 38% 56% 50% 0% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more                   
Count 58 11 32 20 16 20 16 12 7 
Column % 12% 18% 23% 9% 14% 10% 6% 18% 13% 
Row % 100% 19% 55% 34% 28% 34% 28% 21% 12% 
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Security Alarm Remotely Monitored - By Budget 
      
  
If your building or buildings have a security alarm, is it connected 
directly either to the local police department or another monitoring 
agency? 
Total Yes No Don't know 
My facility does not 
have a security alarm. 
Annual Operating Budget           
Sample Size 426 324 32 39 31 
less than $10,000           
Count 32 17 7 7 1 
Column % 8% 5% 22% 18% 3% 
Row % 100% 53% 22% 22% 3% 
$10,000 to $49,999           
Count 48 39 0 4 5 
Column % 11% 12% 0% 10% 16% 
Row % 100% 81% 0% 8% 10% 
$50,000 to $99,999           
Count 30 20 2 3 5 
Column % 7% 6% 6% 8% 16% 
Row % 100% 67% 7% 10% 17% 
$100,000 to $499,999           
Count 128 98 9 13 8 
Column % 30% 30% 28% 33% 26% 
Row % 100% 77% 7% 10% 6% 
$500,000 to $999,999           
Count 46 42 1 1 2 
Column % 11% 13% 3% 3% 6% 
Row % 100% 91% 2% 2% 4% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999           
Count 80 68 6 5 1 
Column % 19% 21% 19% 13% 3% 
Row % 100% 85% 8% 6% 1% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999           
Count 16 12 1 1 2 
Column % 4% 4% 3% 3% 6% 
Row % 100% 75% 6% 6% 13% 
$10,000,000 or more           
Count 46 28 6 5 7 
Column % 11% 9% 19% 13% 23% 
Row % 100% 61% 13% 11% 15% 
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Disaster Plan Prepared - By Budget 
     
  
Has a written emergency/disaster plan been 
prepared for your institution? 
Total Yes No Plan is being prepared 
Annual Operating Budget         
Sample Size 495 166 253 76 
less than $10,000         
Count 50 4 43 3 
Column % 10% 2% 17% 4% 
Row % 100% 8% 86% 6% 
$10,000 to $49,999         
Count 54 11 33 10 
Column % 11% 7% 13% 13% 
Row % 100% 20% 61% 19% 
$50,000 to $99,999         
Count 36 8 19 9 
Column % 7% 5% 8% 12% 
Row % 100% 22% 53% 25% 
$100,000 to $499,999         
Count 148 46 75 27 
Column % 30% 28% 30% 36% 
Row % 100% 31% 51% 18% 
$500,000 to $999,999         
Count 49 19 22 8 
Column % 10% 11% 9% 11% 
Row % 100% 39% 45% 16% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999         
Count 83 42 31 10 
Column % 17% 25% 12% 13% 
Row %   51% 37% 12% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999         
Count 16 10 4 2 
Column % 3% 6% 2% 3% 
Row % 100% 63% 25% 13% 
$10,000,000 or more         
Count 59 26 26 7 
Column % 12% 16% 10% 9% 
Row % 100% 44% 44% 12% 
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Institutions with a Disaster Plan Updated in Last Two Years - By 
Budget 
     
  
Has the plan been updated within the 
last two years? 
Total Yes No Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget         
Sample Size 166 64 81 21 
less than $10,000         
Count 4 2 1 1 
Column % 2% 3% 1% 5% 
Row % 100% 50% 25% 25% 
$10,000 to $49,999         
Count 11 3 5 3 
Column % 7% 5% 6% 14% 
Row % 100% 27% 45% 27% 
$50,000 to $99,999         
Count 8 1 4 3 
Column % 5% 2% 5% 14% 
Row % 100% 13% 50% 38% 
$100,000 to $499,999         
Count 47 17 25 5 
Column % 28% 27% 31% 24% 
Row % 100% 36% 53% 11% 
$500,000 to $999,999         
Count 19 7 11 1 
Column % 11% 11% 14% 5% 
Row % 100% 37% 58% 5% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999         
Count 42 20 18 4 
Column % 25% 31% 22% 19% 
Row %   48% 43% 10% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999         
Count 10 3 6 1 
Column % 6% 5% 7% 5% 
Row % 100% 30% 60% 10% 
$10,000,000 or more         
Count 25 11 11 3 
Column % 15% 17% 14% 14% 
Row % 100% 44% 44% 12% 
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Disaster Plan Includes Instructions for Recovering Fire- and Water-
Damaged Materials - By Budget 
     
  
Does the plan include instructions for the 
recovery of fire- and water-damaged 
materials? 
Total Yes No Plan is being prepared 
Annual Operating Budget         
Sample Size 166 125 33 8 
less than $10,000         
Count 4 3 1 0 
Column % 2% 2% 3% 0% 
Row % 100% 75% 25% 0% 
$10,000 to $49,999         
Count 11 7 3 1 
Column % 7% 6% 9% 13% 
Row % 100% 64% 27% 9% 
$50,000 to $99,999         
Count 8 5 2 1 
Column % 5% 4% 6% 13% 
Row % 100% 63% 25% 13% 
$100,000 to $499,999         
Count 47 37 8 2 
Column % 28% 30% 24% 25% 
Row % 100% 79% 17% 4% 
$500,000 to $999,999         
Count 19 14 5 0 
Column % 11% 11% 15% 0% 
Row % 100% 74% 26% 0% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999         
Count 42 32 8 2 
Column % 25% 26% 24% 25% 
Row %   76% 19% 5% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999         
Count 10 8 2 0 
Column % 6% 6% 6% 0% 
Row % 100% 80% 20% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more         
Count 25 19 4 2 
Column % 15% 15% 12% 25% 
Row % 100% 76% 16% 8% 
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Staff Familiar and Trained to Carry out the Institution's Disaster Plan - By Budget 
      
  
Is your staff familiar with the plan and trained to carry it out? 
Total 
Yes, staff 
members are 
familiar with the 
plan and are 
trained to carry it 
out 
Yes, staff 
members are 
familiar with the 
plan, but are not 
trained to carry it 
out No Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget           
Sample Size 166 47 71 34 14 
less than $10,000           
Count 4 1 1 1 1 
Column % 2% 2% 1% 3% 7% 
Row % 100% 25% 25% 25% 25% 
$10,000 to $49,999           
Count 11 3 5 2 1 
Column % 7% 6% 7% 6% 7% 
Row % 100% 27% 45% 18% 9% 
$50,000 to $99,999           
Count 8 1 2 4 1 
Column % 5% 2% 3% 12% 7% 
Row % 100% 13% 25% 50% 13% 
$100,000 to $499,999           
Count 47 9 19 14 5 
Column % 28% 19% 27% 41% 36% 
Row % 100% 19% 40% 30% 11% 
$500,000 to $999,999           
Count 19 7 9 2 1 
Column % 11% 15% 13% 6% 7% 
Row % 100% 37% 47% 11% 5% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999           
Count 42 12 22 5 3 
Column % 25% 26% 31% 15% 21% 
Row % 100% 29% 52% 12% 7% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999           
Count 10 3 4 2 1 
Column % 6% 6% 6% 6% 7% 
Row % 100% 30% 40% 20% 10% 
$10,000,000 or more           
Count 25 11 9 4 1 
Column % 15% 23% 13% 12% 7% 
Row % 100% 44% 36% 16% 4% 
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Copies of Vital Collection Records Stored Off-Site - By Budget 
      
  
Are copies of vital collection records (e.g., 
inventory, catalog, insurance policies) 
stored off-site? 
Total Yes No 
Don't 
know 
Do not 
have 
copies 
Annual Operating Budget           
Sample Size 494 200 215 49 30 
less than $10,000           
Count 50 17 23 5 5 
Column % 10% 9% 11% 10% 17% 
Row % 100% 34% 46% 10% 10% 
$10,000 to $49,999           
Count 54 23 24 4 3 
Column % 11% 12% 11% 8% 10% 
Row % 100% 43% 44% 7% 6% 
$50,000 to $99,999           
Count 36 14 18 3 1 
Column % 7% 7% 8% 6% 3% 
Row % 100% 39% 50% 8% 3% 
$100,000 to $499,999           
Count 148 65 60 14 9 
Column % 30% 33% 28% 29% 30% 
Row % 100% 44% 41% 9% 6% 
$500,000 to $999,999           
Count 49 19 23 4 3 
Column % 10% 10% 11% 8% 10% 
Row % 100% 39% 47% 8% 6% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999           
Count 83 35 32 9 7 
Column % 17% 18% 15% 18% 23% 
  100% 42% 39% 11% 8% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999           
Count 16 8 7 1 0 
Column % 3% 4% 3% 2% 0% 
Row % 100% 50% 44% 6% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more           
Count 58 19 28 9 2 
Column % 12% 10% 13% 18% 7% 
Row % 100% 33% 48% 16% 3% 
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Collections Included in Municipal Comprehensive Emergency 
Management Plan (CEMP) - By Budget 
     
  
Are your collections included in your 
municipal comprehensive emergency 
management plan (CEMP)? 
Total Yes No Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget         
Sample Size 494 53 169 272 
less than $10,000         
Count 50 2 27 21 
Column % 10% 4% 16% 8% 
Row % 100% 4% 54% 42% 
$10,000 to $49,999         
Count 54 3 22 29 
Column % 11% 6% 13% 11% 
Row % 100% 6% 41% 54% 
$50,000 to $99,999         
Count 36 1 12 23 
Column % 7% 2% 7% 8% 
Row % 100% 3% 33% 64% 
$100,000 to $499,999         
Count 148 16 53 79 
Column % 30% 30% 31% 29% 
Row % 100% 11% 36% 53% 
$500,000 to $999,999         
Count 49 11 11 27 
Column % 10% 21% 7% 10% 
Row % 100% 22% 22% 55% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999         
Count 83 11 20 52 
Column % 17% 21% 12% 19% 
Row %   13% 24% 63% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999         
Count 16 2 5 9 
Column % 3% 4% 3% 3% 
Row % 100% 13% 31% 56% 
$10,000,000 or more         
Count 58 7 19 32 
Column % 12% 13% 11% 12% 
Row % 100% 12% 33% 55% 
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Preservation Planning Assessments - By Budget 
      
  
Has a general preservation assessment ever been performed at your 
institution? (Select one.) 
Total 
Yes, one has been 
performed within 
the last five years 
Yes, one was 
performed more than 
five years ago No Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget           
Sample Size 494 81 141 205 67 
less than $10,000           
Count 50 5 8 30 7 
Column % 10% 6% 6% 15% 10% 
Row % 100% 10% 16% 60% 14% 
$10,000 to $49,999           
Count 54 4 12 34 4 
Column % 11% 5% 9% 17% 6% 
Row % 100% 7% 22% 63% 7% 
$50,000 to $99,999           
Count 36 7 9 15 5 
Column % 7% 9% 6% 7% 7% 
Row % 100% 19% 25% 42% 14% 
$100,000 to $499,999           
Count 148 19 42 61 26 
Column % 30% 23% 30% 30% 39% 
Row % 100% 13% 28% 41% 18% 
$500,000 to $999,999           
Count 49 8 21 17 3 
Column % 10% 10% 15% 8% 4% 
Row % 100% 16% 43% 35% 6% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999           
Count 83 22 33 18 10 
Column % 17% 27% 23% 9% 15% 
Row % 100% 27% 40% 22% 12% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999           
Count 16 3 4 6 3 
Column % 3% 4% 3% 3% 4% 
Row % 100% 19% 25% 38% 19% 
$10,000,000 or more           
Count 58 13 12 24 9 
Column % 12% 16% 9% 12% 13% 
Row % 100% 22% 21% 41% 16% 
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Written Preservation Plan - By Budget 
        
  
Does your institution have a written, long-range preservation plan for the care of the collections? (Select 
one.) 
Total Yes 
Yes, but it is 
not up-to-
date 
No, but one is 
being developed 
No, but preservation is 
addressed in overall 
long-range plan or other 
institutional reports No Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget               
Sample Size 494 52 43 47 78 245 29 
less than $10,000               
Count 50 2 0 4 4 37 3 
Column % 10% 4% 0% 9% 5% 15% 10% 
Row % 100% 4% 0% 8% 8% 74% 6% 
$10,000 to $49,999               
Count 54 2 6 7 6 32 1 
Column % 11% 4% 14% 15% 8% 13% 3% 
Row % 100% 4% 11% 13% 11% 59% 2% 
$50,000 to $99,999               
Count 36 2 3 9 5 16 1 
Column % 7% 4% 7% 19% 6% 7% 3% 
Row % 100% 6% 8% 25% 14% 44% 3% 
$100,000 to $499,999               
Count 148 9 19 10 20 79 11 
Column % 30% 17% 44% 21% 26% 32% 38% 
Row % 100% 6% 13% 7% 14% 53% 7% 
$500,000 to $999,999               
Count 49 7 4 3 15 19 1 
Column % 10% 13% 9% 6% 19% 8% 3% 
Row % 100% 14% 8% 6% 31% 39% 2% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999               
Count 83 20 7 8 17 22 9 
Column % 17% 38% 16% 17% 22% 9% 31% 
Row % 100% 24% 8% 10% 20% 27% 11% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999               
Count 16 3 1 1 4 7 0 
Column % 3% 6% 2% 2% 5% 3% 0% 
Row % 100% 19% 6% 6% 25% 44% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more               
Count 58 7 3 5 7 33 3 
Column % 12% 13% 7% 11% 9% 13% 10% 
Row % 100% 12% 5% 9% 12% 57% 5% 
 
  
Massachusetts Connecting to Collections Statewide Preservation Survey 
Final Report:  Appendix J—Raw Data by Budget 
March 28, 2011  
298 
 
 
 
Environmental Monitoring - By Budget 
       
  
Does your institution monitor temperature and/or relative humidity in storage and/or exhibition spaces? (Select one.) 
Total Yes, in storage spaces Yes, in exhibition spaces 
Yes, in both storage and 
exhibition spaces No Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 494 81 13 117 261 22 
less than $10,000             
Count 50 3 2 4 37 4 
Column % 10% 4% 15% 3% 14% 18% 
Row % 100% 6% 4% 8% 74% 8% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 54 5 3 6 38 2 
Column % 11% 6% 23% 5% 15% 9% 
Row % 100% 9% 6% 11% 70% 4% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 36 7 2 10 17 0 
Column % 7% 9% 15% 9% 7% 0% 
Row % 100% 19% 6% 28% 47% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 148 19 4 30 88 7 
Column % 30% 23% 31% 26% 34% 32% 
Row % 100% 13% 3% 20% 59% 5% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 49 7 1 12 27 2 
Column % 10% 9% 8% 10% 10% 9% 
Row % 100% 14% 2% 24% 55% 4% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 83 15 1 37 24 6 
Column % 17% 19% 8% 32% 9% 27% 
Row % 100% 18% 1% 45% 29% 7% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 16 5 0 6 5 0 
Column % 3% 6% 0% 5% 2% 0% 
Row % 100% 31% 0% 38% 31% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 58 20 0 12 25 1 
Column % 12% 25% 0% 10% 10% 5% 
Row % 100% 34% 0% 21% 43% 2% 
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Light Reduction in Storage Areas - By Budget 
             
  
What steps have been taken to reduce the amount of light in the storage environment?  (Select all that apply, or "none.") 
Total Awnings Curtains 
Environment 
has no 
windows 
Roof 
Overhangs Shades Shutters  
Turning off 
Lights 
UV-
Filtering 
Film 
UV-
Filtering 
Glass None Other 
Annual Operating Budget                         
Sample Size 494 2 61 135 10 130 18 250 69 26 125 53 
less than $10,000                         
Count 50 1 14 6 2 15 3 27 2 0 16 2 
Column % 10% 50% 23% 4% 20% 12% 17% 11% 3% 0% 13% 4% 
Row % 100% 2% 28% 12% 4% 30% 6% 54% 4% 0% 32% 4% 
$10,000 to $49,999                         
Count 54 0 14 16 1 14 2 28 11 1 10 6 
Column % 11% 0% 23% 12% 10% 11% 11% 11% 16% 4% 8% 11% 
Row % 100% 0% 26% 30% 2% 26% 4% 52% 20% 2% 19% 11% 
$50,000 to $99,999                         
Count 36 0 5 10 1 10 3 17 7 5 5 1 
Column % 7% 0% 8% 7% 10% 8% 17% 7% 10% 19% 4% 2% 
Row % 100% 0% 14% 28% 3% 28% 8% 47% 19% 14% 14% 3% 
$100,000 to $499,999                         
Count 148 0 12 30 2 43 2 59 13 9 52 19 
Column % 30% 0% 20% 22% 20% 33% 11% 24% 19% 35% 42% 36% 
Row % 100% 0% 8% 20% 1% 29% 1% 40% 9% 6% 35% 13% 
$500,000 to $999,999                         
Count 49 0 6 10 1 12 2 25 7 2 12 2 
Column % 10% 0% 10% 7% 10% 9% 11% 10% 10% 8% 10% 4% 
Row % 100% 0% 12% 20% 2% 24% 4% 51% 14% 4% 24% 4% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                         
Count 83 1 6 38 2 22 4 55 19 2 10 12 
Column % 17% 50% 10% 28% 20% 17% 22% 22% 28% 8% 8% 23% 
Row % 100% 1% 7% 46% 2% 27% 5% 66% 23% 2% 12% 14% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                         
Count 16 0 0 3 0 5 0 11 1 2 2 2 
Column % 3% 0% 0% 2% 0% 4% 0% 4% 1% 8% 2% 4% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 19% 0% 31% 0% 69% 6% 13% 13% 13% 
$10,000,000 or more                         
Count 58 0 4 22 1 9 2 28 9 5 18 9 
Column % 12% 0% 7% 16% 10% 7% 11% 11% 13% 19% 14% 17% 
Row % 100% 0% 7% 38% 2% 16% 3% 48% 16% 9% 31% 16% 
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Light Reduction - Exhibits - By Budget 
               
  
What steps have been taken to reduce the amount of light in the exhibit environment? 
(Select all that apply, "none," or "my institution does not exhibit materials.") 
Total Awnings 
Covering 
display cases 
when 
institution is 
closed Curtains 
Environment 
has no 
windows 
Roof 
Overhangs Shades Shutters 
Turning 
off 
lights 
UV-
Filtering 
Film 
UV-
Filtering 
Glass None 
My 
institution 
does not 
exhibit 
materials Other 
Annual Operating Budget                             
Sample Size 494 5 26 56 34 10 106 31 171 80 39 135 107 42 
less than $10,000                             
Count 50 0 5 10 2 1 12 4 21 4 0 16 10 2 
Column % 10% 0% 19% 18% 6% 10% 11% 13% 12% 5% 0% 12% 9% 5% 
Row % 100% 0% 10% 20% 4% 2% 24% 8% 42% 8% 0% 32% 20% 4% 
$10,000 to $49,999                             
Count 54 1 7 16 1 1 11 6 22 10 3 12 6 8 
Column % 11% 20% 27% 29% 3% 10% 10% 19% 13% 13% 8% 9% 6% 19% 
Row % 100% 2% 13% 30% 2% 2% 20% 11% 41% 19% 6% 22% 11% 15% 
$50,000 to $99,999                             
Count 36 0 1 4 0 0 8 3 15 9 5 9 6 2 
Column % 7% 0% 4% 7% 0% 0% 8% 10% 9% 11% 13% 7% 6% 5% 
Row % 100% 0% 3% 11% 0% 0% 22% 8% 42% 25% 14% 25% 17% 6% 
$100,000 to $499,999                             
Count 148 1 4 9 6 4 27 7 45 13 10 40 42 7 
Column % 30% 20% 15% 16% 18% 40% 25% 23% 26% 16% 26% 30% 39% 17% 
Row % 100% 1% 3% 6% 4% 3% 18% 5% 30% 9% 7% 27% 28% 5% 
$500,000 to $999,999                             
Count 49 1 2 5 1 1 11 3 15 8 3 17 10 4 
Column % 10% 20% 8% 9% 3% 10% 10% 10% 9% 10% 8% 13% 9% 10% 
Row % 100% 2% 4% 10% 2% 2% 22% 6% 31% 16% 6% 35% 20% 8% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                             
Count 83 0 4 8 10 2 26 3 33 24 10 20 10 13 
Column % 17% 0% 15% 14% 29% 20% 25% 10% 19% 30% 26% 15% 9% 31% 
Row % 100% 0% 5% 10% 12% 2% 31% 4% 40% 29% 12% 24% 12% 16% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                             
Count 16 0 0 0 4 0 5 1 5 3 1 4 5 0 
Column % 3% 0% 0% 0% 12% 0% 5% 3% 3% 4% 3% 3% 5% 0% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 0% 25% 0% 31% 6% 31% 19% 6% 25% 31% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more                             
Count 58 2 3 4 10 1 6 4 15 9 7 17 18 6 
Column % 12% 40% 12% 7% 29% 10% 6% 13% 9% 11% 18% 13% 17% 14% 
Row % 100% 3% 5% 7% 17% 2% 10% 7% 26% 16% 12% 29% 31% 10% 
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Lighting Types Used in Storage Areas - By Budget 
          
  
What types of lighting are used in your storage area(s)? (Select all that apply or "don't know.") 
Total 
Fluorescent 
with UV filters 
Fluorescent 
without UV filters Halogen Incandescent LED Natural light Don't know Other 
Annual Operating Budget                   
Sample Size 495 158 259 29 155 18 215 67 20 
less than $10,000                   
Count 50 6 30 1 21 0 29 7 2 
Column % 10% 4% 12% 3% 14% 0% 13% 10% 10% 
Row % 100% 12% 60% 2% 42% 0% 58% 14% 4% 
$10,000 to $49,999                   
Count 54 12 21 5 24 2 29 7 1 
Column % 11% 8% 8% 17% 15% 11% 13% 10% 5% 
Row % 100% 22% 39% 9% 44% 4% 54% 13% 2% 
$50,000 to $99,999                   
Count 36 11 21 1 11 0 13 3 2 
Column % 7% 7% 8% 3% 7% 0% 6% 4% 10% 
Row % 100% 31% 58% 3% 31% 0% 36% 8% 6% 
$100,000 to $499,999                   
Count 148 39 83 11 46 11 71 19 6 
Column % 30% 25% 32% 38% 30% 61% 33% 28% 30% 
Row % 100% 26% 56% 7% 31% 7% 48% 13% 4% 
$500,000 to $999,999                   
Count 49 19 25 2 12 1 21 6 0 
Column % 10% 12% 10% 7% 8% 6% 10% 9% 0% 
Row % 100% 39% 51% 4% 24% 2% 43% 12% 0% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                   
Count 83 45 40 6 27 3 30 10 4 
Column % 17% 28% 15% 21% 17% 17% 14% 15% 20% 
Row % 100% 54% 48% 7% 33% 4% 36% 12% 5% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                   
Count 16 4 9 1 4 0 7 4 2 
Column % 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 0% 3% 6% 10% 
Row % 100% 25% 56% 6% 25% 0% 44% 25% 13% 
$10,000,000 or more                   
Count 59 22 30 2 10 1 15 11 3 
Column % 12% 14% 12% 7% 6% 6% 7% 16% 15% 
Row % 100% 37% 51% 3% 17% 2% 25% 19% 5% 
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Lighting Types Used in Exhibit Areas - By Budget 
          
  
What types of lighting are used in your exhibit area(s)? (Select all that apply or "don't know.") 
Total 
Fluorescent 
with UV filters 
Fluorescent 
without UV filters Halogen Incandescent LED Natural light Don't know Other 
Annual Operating Budget                   
Sample Size 276 75 104 51 124 23 157 33 13 
less than $10,000                   
Count 29 2 14 1 18 0 21 2 0 
Column % 11% 3% 13% 2% 15% 0% 13% 6% 0% 
Row % 100% 7% 48% 3% 62% 0% 72% 7% 0% 
$10,000 to $49,999                   
Count 35 7 11 4 21 1 22 6 1 
Column % 13% 9% 11% 8% 17% 4% 14% 18% 8% 
Row % 100% 20% 31% 11% 60% 3% 63% 17% 3% 
$50,000 to $99,999                   
Count 22 3 6 5 11 1 10 4 0 
Column % 8% 4% 6% 10% 9% 4% 6% 12% 0% 
Row % 100% 14% 27% 23% 50% 5% 45% 18% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999                   
Count 75 25 29 15 29 6 43 9 4 
Column % 27% 33% 28% 29% 23% 26% 27% 27% 31% 
Row % 100% 33% 39% 20% 39% 8% 57% 12% 5% 
$500,000 to $999,999                   
Count 26 6 11 6 12 2 14 2 0 
Column % 9% 8% 11% 12% 10% 9% 9% 6% 0% 
Row % 100% 23% 42% 23% 46% 8% 54% 8% 0% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                   
Count 58 21 20 12 25 9 31 5 3 
Column % 21% 28% 19% 24% 20% 39% 20% 15% 23% 
Row % 100% 36% 34% 21% 43% 16% 53% 9% 5% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                   
Count 11 3 5 4 2 1 3 2 1 
Column % 4% 4% 5% 8% 2% 4% 2% 6% 8% 
Row % 100% 27% 45% 36% 18% 9% 27% 18% 9% 
$10,000,000 or more                   
Count 20 8 8 4 6 3 13 3 4 
Column % 7% 11% 8% 8% 5% 13% 8% 9% 31% 
Row % 100% 40% 40% 20% 30% 15% 65% 15% 20% 
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Pest Management Methods - By Budget 
            
  
What does your institution's pest management program include?  (Select all that apply, "no pest management activities," or "don't know.") 
Total 
Examination 
of incoming 
collections 
for pests 
Preventive pest 
management 
techniques (e.g., 
elimination of food 
and water sources, 
sealing windows and 
doors) 
Preventive use of 
pesticides (e.g., 
periodic treatment 
whether or not 
there are signs of 
infestation) 
Routine 
maintenance 
and 
housekeeping 
Routine 
pest 
monitoring 
using 
traps 
Use of non-
chemical 
methods to 
treat 
infestations 
(e.g., freezing 
or anoxia) 
Use of 
pesticides 
to treat 
specific 
infestations 
No pest 
management 
activities 
Don't 
know Other 
Annual Operating 
Budget                       
Sample Size 494 146 176 73 285 127 29 89 109 47 15 
less than $10,000                       
Count 50 7 13 1 22 4 3 8 21 6 0 
Column % 10% 5% 7% 1% 8% 3% 10% 9% 19% 13% 0% 
Row % 100% 14% 26% 2% 44% 8% 6% 16% 42% 12% 0% 
$10,000 to $49,999                       
Count 54 12 18 6 27 14 2 5 16 4 4 
Column % 11% 8% 10% 8% 9% 11% 7% 6% 15% 9% 27% 
Row % 100% 22% 33% 11% 50% 26% 4% 9% 30% 7% 7% 
$50,000 to $99,999                       
Count 36 12 13 5 20 7 1 9 11 1 1 
Column % 7% 8% 7% 7% 7% 6% 3% 10% 10% 2% 7% 
Row % 100% 33% 36% 14% 56% 19% 3% 25% 31% 3% 3% 
$100,000 to $499,999                       
Count 148 47 48 23 91 38 6 29 24 15 4 
Column % 30% 32% 27% 32% 32% 30% 21% 33% 22% 32% 27% 
Row % 100% 32% 32% 16% 61% 26% 4% 20% 16% 10% 3% 
$500,000 to $999,999                       
Count 49 16 25 11 33 16 2 14 10 1 2 
Column % 10% 11% 14% 15% 12% 13% 7% 16% 9% 2% 13% 
Row % 100% 33% 51% 22% 67% 33% 4% 29% 20% 2% 4% 
$1,000,000 to 
$4,999,999                       
Count 83 33 39 18 59 33 8 18 9 4 0 
Column % 17% 23% 22% 25% 21% 26% 28% 20% 8% 9% 0% 
Row % 100% 40% 47% 22% 71% 40% 10% 22% 11% 5% 0% 
$5,000,000 to 
$9,999,999                       
Count 16 3 4 3 7 4 1 3 2 3 3 
Column % 3% 2% 2% 4% 2% 3% 3% 3% 2% 6% 20% 
Row % 100% 19% 25% 19% 44% 25% 6% 19% 13% 19% 19% 
$10,000,000 or more                       
Count 58 16 16 6 26 11 6 3 16 13 1 
Column % 12% 11% 9% 8% 9% 9% 21% 3% 15% 28% 7% 
Row % 100% 28% 28% 10% 45% 19% 10% 5% 28% 22% 2% 
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Protective Enclosure - By Budget 
     
  
Does your institution house any collection 
materials in chemically stable protective 
enclosures? 
Total Yes No Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget         
Sample Size 494 221 236 37 
less than $10,000         
Count 50 24 18 8 
Column % 10% 11% 8% 22% 
Row % 100% 48% 36% 16% 
$10,000 to $49,999         
Count 54 23 27 4 
Column % 11% 10% 11% 11% 
Row % 100% 43% 50% 7% 
$50,000 to $99,999         
Count 36 15 18 3 
Column % 7% 7% 8% 8% 
Row % 100% 42% 50% 8% 
$100,000 to $499,999         
Count 148 53 92 3 
Column % 30% 24% 39% 8% 
Row % 100% 36% 62% 2% 
$500,000 to $999,999         
Count 49 26 17 6 
Column % 10% 12% 7% 16% 
Row % 100% 53% 35% 12% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999         
Count 83 44 32 7 
Column % 17% 20% 14% 19% 
Row % 100% 53% 39% 8% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999         
Count 16 9 6 1 
Column % 3% 4% 3% 3% 
Row % 100% 56% 38% 6% 
$10,000,000 or more         
Count 58 27 26 5 
Column % 12% 12% 11% 14% 
Row % 100% 47% 45% 9% 
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Preservation Activities - Collections Cleaning - By Budget 
                  
 Does your institution have a routine collections cleaning program that follows accepted preservation practices? 
 Stacks cleaning  Cleaning of collections  Cleaning of exhibits 
 Total Yes No Don't know 
Not 
applicable Total Yes No 
Don't 
know 
Not 
applicable Total Yes No 
Don't 
know 
Not 
applicable 
Annual Operating Budget                  
Sample Size 494 125 296 23 50  494 91 346 29 28  494 114 253 25 102 
less than $10,000                  
Count 50 3 34 1 12  50 9 35 1 5  50 11 28 1 10 
Column % 10% 2% 11% 4% 24%  10% 10% 10% 3% 18%  10% 10% 11% 4% 10% 
Row % 100% 6% 68% 2% 24%  100% 18% 70% 2% 10%  100% 22% 56% 2% 20% 
$10,000 to $49,999                  
Count 54 10 34 2 8  54 8 40 3 3  54 12 30 3 9 
Column % 11% 8% 11% 9% 16%  11% 9% 12% 10% 11%  11% 11% 12% 12% 9% 
Row % 100% 19% 63% 4% 15%  100% 15% 74% 6% 6%  100% 22% 56% 6% 17% 
$50,000 to $99,999                  
Count 36 7 20 4 5  36 8 22 5 1  36 6 18 4 8 
Column % 7% 6% 7% 17% 10%  7% 9% 6% 17% 4%  7% 5% 7% 16% 8% 
Row % 100% 19% 56% 11% 14%  100% 22% 61% 14% 3%  100% 17% 50% 11% 22% 
$100,000 to $499,999                  
Count 148 50 87 8 3  148 30 101 9 8  148 33 71 7 37 
Column % 30% 40% 29% 35% 6%  30% 33% 29% 31% 29%  30% 29% 28% 28% 36% 
Row % 100% 34% 59% 5% 2%  100% 20% 68% 6% 5%  100% 22% 48% 5% 25% 
$500,000 to $999,999                  
Count 49 13 31 0 5  49 8 38 1 2  49 11 28 2 8 
Column % 10% 10% 10% 0% 10%  10% 9% 11% 3% 7%  10% 10% 11% 8% 8% 
Row % 100% 27% 63% 0% 10%  100% 16% 78% 2% 4%  100% 22% 57% 4% 16% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                  
Count 83 24 47 5 7  83 18 57 6 2  83 28 41 4 10 
Column % 17% 19% 16% 22% 14%  17% 20% 16% 21% 7%  17% 25% 16% 16% 10% 
Row % 100% 29% 57% 6% 8%  100% 22% 69% 7% 2%  100% 34% 49% 5% 12% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                  
Count 16 4 9 1 2  16 1 13 1 1  16 2 11 1 2 
Column % 3% 3% 3% 4% 4%  3% 1% 4% 3% 4%  3% 2% 4% 4% 2% 
Row % 100% 25% 56% 6% 13%  100% 6% 81% 6% 6%  100% 13% 69% 6% 13% 
$10,000,000 or more                  
Count 58 14 34 2 8  58 9 40 3 6  58 11 26 3 18 
Column % 12% 11% 11% 9% 16%  12% 10% 12% 10% 21%  12% 10% 10% 12% 18% 
Row % 100% 24% 59% 3% 14%  100% 16% 69% 5% 10%  100% 19% 45% 5% 31% 
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Reformatting - Digitization - By Budget 
       
  
Does your institution reformat collections for preservation? - Digitization 
Total 
Done only by 
institution staff 
(including parent 
institution) 
Done only by external 
provider 
Done by institution 
staff and external 
provider Not done Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 493 136 37 95 210 15 
less than $10,000             
Count 50 21 0 4 21 4 
Column % 10% 15% 0% 4% 10% 27% 
Row % 100% 42% 0% 8% 42% 8% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 54 18 4 6 24 2 
Column % 11% 13% 11% 6% 11% 13% 
Row % 100% 33% 7% 11% 44% 4% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 36 12 3 8 13 0 
Column % 7% 9% 8% 8% 6% 0% 
Row % 100% 33% 8% 22% 36% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 148 31 16 19 77 5 
Column % 30% 23% 43% 20% 37% 33% 
Row % 100% 21% 11% 13% 52% 3% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 49 13 2 12 22 0 
Column % 10% 10% 5% 13% 10% 0% 
Row % 100% 27% 4% 24% 45% 0% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 83 29 4 24 24 2 
Column % 17% 21% 11% 25% 11% 13% 
Row % 100% 35% 5% 29% 29% 2% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 16 3 1 5 7 0 
Column % 3% 2% 3% 5% 3% 0% 
Row % 100% 19% 6% 31% 44% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 57 9 7 17 22 2 
Column % 12% 7% 19% 18% 10% 13% 
Row % 100% 16% 12% 30% 39% 4% 
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Reformatting - Microfilming - By Budget 
       
  
Does your institution reformat collections for preservation? - Microfilming 
Total 
Done only by 
institution staff 
(including parent 
institution) 
Done only by external 
provider 
Done by institution 
staff and external 
provider Not done Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 493 7 145 9 318 14 
less than $10,000             
Count 50 1 6 2 37 4 
Column % 10% 14% 4% 22% 12% 29% 
Row % 100% 2% 12% 4% 74% 8% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 54 0 8 1 43 2 
Column % 11% 0% 6% 11% 14% 14% 
Row % 100% 0% 15% 2% 80% 4% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 36 0 4 1 31 0 
Column % 7% 0% 3% 11% 10% 0% 
Row % 100% 0% 11% 3% 86% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 148 2 32 3 107 4 
Column % 30% 29% 22% 33% 34% 29% 
Row % 100% 1% 22% 2% 72% 3% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 49 0 24 2 23 0 
Column % 10% 0% 17% 22% 7% 0% 
Row % 100% 0% 49% 4% 47% 0% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 83 3 38 0 40 2 
Column % 17% 43% 26% 0% 13% 14% 
Row % 100% 4% 46% 0% 48% 2% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 16 1 9 0 6 0 
Column % 3% 14% 6% 0% 2% 0% 
Row % 100% 6% 56% 0% 38% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 57 0 24 0 31 2 
Column % 12% 0% 17% 0% 10% 14% 
Row % 100% 0% 42% 0% 54% 4% 
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Reformatting - Preservation Photocopying - By Budget 
       
  
Does your institution reformat collections for preservation? - Preservation Photocopying 
Total 
Done only by 
institution staff 
(including parent 
institution) 
Done only by external 
provider 
Done by institution 
staff and external 
provider Not done Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 493 204 12 29 232 16 
less than $10,000             
Count 50 23 0 2 23 2 
Column % 10% 11% 0% 7% 10% 13% 
Row % 100% 46% 0% 4% 46% 4% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 54 24 2 3 22 3 
Column % 11% 12% 17% 10% 9% 19% 
Row % 100% 44% 4% 6% 41% 6% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 36 19 1 2 14 0 
Column % 7% 9% 8% 7% 6% 0% 
Row % 100% 53% 3% 6% 39% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 148 53 3 11 78 3 
Column % 30% 26% 25% 38% 34% 19% 
Row % 100% 36% 2% 7% 53% 2% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 49 23 1 1 24 0 
Column % 10% 11% 8% 3% 10% 0% 
Row % 100% 47% 2% 2% 49% 0% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 83 38 3 6 32 4 
Column % 17% 19% 25% 21% 14% 25% 
Row % 100% 46% 4% 7% 39% 5% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 16 6 1 1 8 0 
Column % 3% 3% 8% 3% 3% 0% 
Row % 100% 38% 6% 6% 50% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 57 18 1 3 31 4 
Column % 12% 9% 8% 10% 13% 25% 
Row % 100% 32% 2% 5% 54% 7% 
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Reformatting - Reproduction of Artifacts - By Budget 
       
  
Does your institution reformat collections for preservation? - Reproduction of artifacts for use or exhibit 
Total 
Done only by 
institution staff 
(including parent 
institution) 
Done only by external 
provider 
Done by institution 
staff and external 
provider Not done Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 493 67 20 32 356 18 
less than $10,000             
Count 50 8 1 0 37 4 
Column % 10% 12% 5% 0% 10% 22% 
Row % 100% 16% 2% 0% 74% 8% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 54 10 0 3 40 1 
Column % 11% 15% 0% 9% 11% 6% 
Row % 100% 19% 0% 6% 74% 2% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 36 9 2 1 23 1 
Column % 7% 13% 10% 3% 6% 6% 
Row % 100% 25% 6% 3% 64% 3% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 148 10 8 2 122 6 
Column % 30% 15% 40% 6% 34% 33% 
Row % 100% 7% 5% 1% 82% 4% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 49 5 0 4 40 0 
Column % 10% 7% 0% 13% 11% 0% 
Row % 100% 10% 0% 8% 82% 0% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 83 19 5 10 46 3 
Column % 17% 28% 25% 31% 13% 17% 
Row % 100% 23% 6% 12% 55% 4% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 16 1 1 4 10 0 
Column % 3% 1% 5% 13% 3% 0% 
Row % 100% 6% 6% 25% 63% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 57 5 3 8 38 3 
Column % 12% 7% 15% 25% 11% 17% 
Row % 100% 9% 5% 14% 67% 5% 
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Reformatting - Transfer of AV Recordings - By Budget 
       
  
Does your institution reformat collections for preservation? - Transfer of AV recordings to current media 
Total 
Done only by 
institution staff 
(including parent 
institution) 
Done only by external 
provider 
Done by institution 
staff and external 
provider Not done Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 493 42 47 44 341 19 
less than $10,000             
Count 50 5 3 4 35 3 
Column % 10% 12% 6% 9% 10% 16% 
Row % 100% 10% 6% 8% 70% 6% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 54 4 2 3 43 2 
Column % 11% 10% 4% 7% 13% 11% 
Row % 100% 7% 4% 6% 80% 4% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 36 5 3 6 21 1 
Column % 7% 12% 6% 14% 6% 5% 
Row % 100% 14% 8% 17% 58% 3% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 148 10 10 7 116 5 
Column % 30% 24% 21% 16% 34% 26% 
Row % 100% 7% 7% 5% 78% 3% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 49 4 4 4 36 1 
Column % 10% 10% 9% 9% 11% 5% 
Row % 100% 8% 8% 8% 73% 2% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 83 9 15 10 45 4 
Column % 17% 21% 32% 23% 13% 21% 
Row % 100% 11% 18% 12% 54% 5% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 16 2 3 2 9 0 
Column % 3% 5% 6% 5% 3% 0% 
Row % 100% 13% 19% 13% 56% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 57 3 7 8 36 3 
Column % 12% 7% 15% 18% 11% 16% 
Row % 100% 5% 12% 14% 63% 5% 
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Reformatting - Transfer of Photographs - By Budget 
       
  
Does your institution reformat collections for preservation? - Transfer of photographs to polyester film 
Total 
Done only by 
institution staff 
(including parent 
institution) 
Done only by external 
provider 
Done by institution 
staff and external 
provider Not done Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 493 5 9 4 441 34 
less than $10,000             
Count 50 1 1 0 42 6 
Column % 10% 20% 11% 0% 10% 18% 
Row % 100% 2% 2% 0% 84% 12% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 54 1 1 0 48 4 
Column % 11% 20% 11% 0% 11% 12% 
Row % 100% 2% 2% 0% 89% 7% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 36 0 1 2 32 1 
Column % 7% 0% 11% 50% 7% 3% 
Row % 100% 0% 3% 6% 89% 3% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 148 0 2 0 138 8 
Column % 30% 0% 22% 0% 31% 24% 
Row % 100% 0% 1% 0% 93% 5% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 49 1 0 0 48 0 
Column % 10% 20% 0% 0% 11% 0% 
Row % 100% 2% 0% 0% 98% 0% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 83 1 3 2 67 10 
Column % 17% 20% 33% 50% 15% 29% 
Row % 100% 1% 4% 2% 81% 12% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 16 0 0 0 16 0 
Column % 3% 0% 0% 0% 4% 0% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 57 1 1 0 50 5 
Column % 12% 20% 11% 0% 11% 15% 
Row % 100% 2% 2% 0% 88% 9% 
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Conservation Treatment - By Budget 
       
  
Are conservation treatments performed on items in your collection?  (Select one.) 
Total 
Yes, materials 
are treated by 
in-house staff 
Yes, materials are 
treated by external 
provider(s) 
Yes, materials are 
treated by in-
house staff and by 
external 
provider(s) No Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 493 76 83 74 239 21 
less than $10,000             
Count 50 13 2 6 27 2 
Column % 10% 17% 2% 8% 11% 10% 
Row % 100% 26% 4% 12% 54% 4% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 54 9 6 6 28 5 
Column % 11% 12% 7% 8% 12% 24% 
Row % 100% 17% 11% 11% 52% 9% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 36 6 6 3 19 2 
Column % 7% 8% 7% 4% 8% 10% 
Row % 100% 17% 17% 8% 53% 6% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 148 18 19 20 88 3 
Column % 30% 24% 23% 27% 37% 14% 
Row % 100% 12% 13% 14% 59% 2% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 49 7 12 3 26 1 
Column % 10% 9% 14% 4% 11% 5% 
Row % 100% 14% 24% 6% 53% 2% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 83 16 20 20 22 5 
Column % 17% 21% 24% 27% 9% 24% 
Row % 100% 19% 24% 24% 27% 6% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 16 1 5 4 6 0 
Column % 3% 1% 6% 5% 3% 0% 
Row % 100% 6% 31% 25% 38% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 57 6 13 12 23 3 
Column % 12% 8% 16% 16% 10% 14% 
Row % 100% 11% 23% 21% 40% 5% 
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Types of Materials Exhibited - By Budget 
       
  
Does your institution exhibit materials from its collections? (Select one.) 
Total 
Yes, we exhibit only 
rare, valuable, and/or 
irreplaceable materials 
Yes, we exhibit only non-
rare, non-valuable, and/or 
replaceable materials 
Yes, we exhibit both 
rare/valuable/irreplaceable 
and non-rare/non-
valuable/replaceable 
materials No Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 494 6 43 270 167 8 
less than $10,000             
Count 50 0 7 29 14 0 
Column % 10% 0% 16% 11% 8% 0% 
Row % 100% 0% 14% 58% 28% 0% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 54 0 5 35 13 1 
Column % 11% 0% 12% 13% 8% 13% 
Row % 100% 0% 9% 65% 24% 2% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 36 0 3 22 9 2 
Column % 7% 0% 7% 8% 5% 25% 
Row % 100% 0% 8% 61% 25% 6% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 148 3 13 72 60 0 
Column % 30% 50% 30% 27% 36% 0% 
Row % 100% 2% 9% 49% 41% 0% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 49 1 7 25 16 0 
Column % 10% 17% 16% 9% 10% 0% 
Row % 100% 2% 14% 51% 33% 0% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 83 1 4 57 19 2 
Column % 17% 17% 9% 21% 11% 25% 
Row % 100% 1% 5% 69% 23% 2% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 16 1 0 10 5 0 
Column % 3% 17% 0% 4% 3% 0% 
Row % 100% 6% 0% 63% 31% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 58 0 4 20 31 3 
Column % 12% 0% 9% 7% 19% 38% 
Row % 100% 0% 7% 34% 53% 5% 
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Exhibit Setting - By Budget 
            
  
Please indicate the setting in which rare, valuable, and/or irreplaceable materials are exhibited.  (Select all that apply.) 
Total Basement Attic 
Exhibition 
gallery 
Period 
room/historic 
house 
Research 
room 
Staff 
offices 
Function 
room Outdoors Lobby Other 
Annual Operating Budget                       
Sample Size 277 17 5 161 85 84 54 54 12 96 50 
less than $10,000                       
Count 29 3 1 15 11 6 4 11 1 7 5 
Column % 10% 18% 20% 9% 13% 7% 7% 20% 8% 7% 10% 
Row % 100% 10% 3% 52% 38% 21% 14% 38% 3% 24% 17% 
$10,000 to $49,999                       
Count 35 1 1 15 17 10 4 6 1 7 3 
Column % 13% 6% 20% 9% 20% 12% 7% 11% 8% 7% 6% 
Row % 100% 3% 3% 43% 49% 29% 11% 17% 3% 20% 9% 
$50,000 to $99,999                       
Count 22 0 1 16 13 9 2 2 0 6 3 
Column % 8% 0% 20% 10% 15% 11% 4% 4% 0% 6% 6% 
Row % 100% 0% 5% 73% 59% 41% 9% 9% 0% 27% 14% 
$100,000 to $499,999                       
Count 76 9 1 40 19 22 21 14 4 31 14 
Column % 27% 53% 20% 25% 22% 26% 39% 26% 33% 32% 28% 
Row % 100% 12% 1% 53% 25% 29% 28% 18% 5% 41% 18% 
$500,000 to $999,999                       
Count 26 2 0 14 8 10 7 6 2 10 9 
Column % 9% 12% 0% 9% 9% 12% 13% 11% 17% 10% 18% 
Row % 100% 8% 0% 54% 31% 38% 27% 23% 8% 38% 35% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                       
Count 58 1 1 37 12 15 10 10 1 23 12 
Column % 21% 6% 20% 23% 14% 18% 19% 19% 8% 24% 24% 
Row % 100% 2% 2% 64% 21% 26% 17% 17% 2% 40% 21% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                       
Count 11 0 0 7 1 2 2 0 1 2 2 
Column % 4% 0% 0% 4% 1% 2% 4% 0% 8% 2% 4% 
Row % 100% 0% 0% 64% 9% 18% 18% 0% 9% 18% 18% 
$10,000,000 or more                       
Count 20 1 0 17 4 10 4 5 2 10 2 
Column % 7% 6% 0% 11% 5% 12% 7% 9% 17% 10% 4% 
Row % 100% 5% 0% 85% 20% 50% 20% 25% 10% 50% 10% 
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Use of Exhibit Mounts - By Budget 
       
  
If your institution uses exhibit mounts/supports and/or display cases, are they constructed from materials 
that will not damage, and that properly support, the items being exhibited? (Select one.) 
Total 
Yes, for some 
exhibited 
materials 
Yes, for most 
exhibited 
materials 
Yes, for all 
exhibited 
materials Don't know 
Not applicable (my institution 
does not use exhibit 
mounts/supports or display 
cases) 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 277 55 90 95 24 13 
less than $10,000             
Count 29 12 7 6 3 1 
Column % 10% 22% 8% 6% 13% 8% 
Row % 100% 41% 24% 21% 10% 3% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 35 11 13 6 0 5 
Column % 13% 20% 14% 6% 0% 38% 
Row % 100% 31% 37% 17% 0% 14% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 22 4 11 6 1 0 
Column % 8% 7% 12% 6% 4% 0% 
Row % 100% 18% 50% 27% 5% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 76 14 24 24 12 2 
Column % 27% 25% 27% 25% 50% 15% 
Row % 100% 18% 32% 32% 16% 3% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 26 1 13 7 3 2 
Column % 9% 2% 14% 7% 13% 15% 
Row % 100% 4% 50% 27% 12% 8% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 58 9 12 31 4 2 
Column % 21% 16% 13% 33% 17% 15% 
Row % 100% 16% 21% 53% 7% 3% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 11 0 4 5 1 1 
Column % 4% 0% 4% 5% 4% 8% 
Row % 100% 0% 36% 45% 9% 9% 
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 20 4 6 10 0 0 
Column % 7% 7% 7% 11% 0% 0% 
Row % 100% 20% 30% 50% 0% 0% 
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Materials on Permanent Exhibit - By Budget 
     
  
Does your institution place on 
permanent exhibition any materials 
that it plans to maintain in perpetuity? 
(Select one.) 
Total Yes No Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget         
Sample Size 277 188 80 9 
less than $10,000         
Count 29 21 6 2 
Column % 10% 11% 8% 22% 
Row % 100% 72% 21% 7% 
$10,000 to $49,999         
Count 35 24 8 3 
Column % 13% 13% 10% 33% 
Row % 100% 69% 23% 9% 
$50,000 to $99,999         
Count 22 17 5 0 
Column % 8% 9% 6% 0% 
Row % 100% 77% 23% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999         
Count 76 53 22 1 
Column % 27% 28% 28% 11% 
Row % 100% 70% 29% 1% 
$500,000 to $999,999         
Count 26 20 6 0 
Column % 9% 11% 8% 0% 
Row % 100% 77% 23% 0% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999         
Count 58 37 18 3 
Column % 21% 20% 23% 33% 
Row % 100% 64% 31% 5% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999         
Count 11 8 3 0 
Column % 4% 4% 4% 0% 
Row % 100% 73% 27% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more         
Count 20 8 12 0 
Column % 7% 4% 15% 0% 
Row % 100% 40% 60% 0% 
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Information Resources – By Budget 
 
  
What resources do you currently use to learn more about preservation/conservation? 
(Select all that apply or "none.") 
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Annual Operating Budget                         
Sample Size 493 301 220 242 78 105 143 241 179 166 84 33 
less than $10,000                         
Count 50 25 20 22 2 6 10 18 6 8 14 2 
Column % 10% 8% 9% 9% 3% 6% 7% 7% 3% 5% 17% 6% 
Row % 100% 50% 40% 44% 4% 12% 20% 36% 12% 16% 28% 4% 
$10,000 to $49,999                         
Count 54 35 31 32 12 11 20 30 20 13 7 6 
Column % 11% 12% 14% 13% 15% 10% 14% 12% 11% 8% 8% 18% 
Row % 100% 65% 57% 59% 22% 20% 37% 56% 37% 24% 13% 11% 
$50,000 to $99,999                         
Count 36 26 23 18 5 5 14 18 16 11 8 2 
Column % 7% 9% 10% 7% 6% 5% 10% 7% 9% 7% 10% 6% 
Row % 100% 72% 64% 50% 14% 14% 39% 50% 44% 31% 22% 6% 
$100,000 to $499,999                         
Count 148 83 46 63 20 28 27 55 39 45 33 7 
Column % 30% 28% 21% 26% 26% 27% 19% 23% 22% 27% 39% 21% 
Row % 100% 56% 31% 43% 14% 19% 18% 37% 26% 30% 22% 5% 
$500,000 to $999,999                         
Count 49 29 23 22 3 6 12 31 14 20 6 3 
Column % 10% 10% 10% 9% 4% 6% 8% 13% 8% 12% 7% 9% 
Row % 100% 59% 47% 45% 6% 12% 24% 63% 29% 41% 12% 6% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                         
Count 83 60 44 48 19 26 38 54 44 36 6 6 
Column % 17% 20% 20% 20% 24% 25% 27% 22% 25% 22% 7% 18% 
Row % 100% 72% 53% 58% 23% 31% 46% 65% 53% 43% 7% 7% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                         
Count 16 9 9 10 3 6 6 9 9 5 4 2 
Column % 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 6% 4% 4% 5% 3% 5% 6% 
Row % 100% 56% 56% 63% 19% 38% 38% 56% 56% 31% 25% 13% 
$10,000,000 or more                         
Count 57 34 24 27 14 17 16 26 31 28 6 5 
Column % 12% 11% 11% 11% 18% 16% 11% 11% 17% 17% 7% 15% 
Row % 100% 60% 42% 47% 25% 30% 28% 46% 54% 49% 11% 9% 
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Workshop Attendance in the Last Five Years - By Budget 
     
  
Have staff at your institution 
attended a 
preservation/conservation 
workshop in the past five years? 
Total Yes No Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget         
Sample Size 493 257 205 31 
less than $10,000         
Count 50 14 30 6 
Column % 10% 5% 15% 19% 
Row % 100% 28% 60% 12% 
$10,000 to $49,999         
Count 54 29 24 1 
Column % 11% 11% 12% 3% 
Row % 100% 54% 44% 2% 
$50,000 to $99,999         
Count 36 18 18 0 
Column % 7% 7% 9% 0% 
Row % 100% 50% 50% 0% 
$100,000 to $499,999         
Count 148 63 76 9 
Column % 30% 25% 37% 29% 
Row % 100% 43% 51% 6% 
$500,000 to $999,999         
Count 49 27 18 4 
Column % 10% 11% 9% 13% 
Row % 100% 55% 37% 8% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999         
Count 83 62 13 8 
Column % 17% 24% 6% 26% 
Row % 100% 75% 16% 10% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999         
Count 16 10 6 0 
Column % 3% 4% 3% 0% 
Row % 100% 63% 38% 0% 
$10,000,000 or more         
Count 57 34 20 3 
Column % 12% 13% 10% 10% 
Row % 100% 60% 35% 5% 
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Training Needs - Archaeological Collections - By Budget 
       
  
Level of Need for Training - Archaeological Collections 
Total Urgent need Some Need No need Don't know Not applicable 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 492 11 71 142 29 239 
less than $10,000             
Count 50 3 14 10 3 20 
Column % 10% 27% 20% 7% 10% 8% 
Row % 100% 6% 28% 20% 6% 40% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 54 2 14 13 2 23 
Column % 11% 18% 20% 9% 7% 10% 
Row % 100% 4% 26% 24% 4% 43% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 36 2 6 10 1 17 
Column % 7% 18% 8% 7% 3% 7% 
Row % 100% 6% 17% 28% 3% 47% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 147 1 18 43 10 75 
Column % 30% 9% 25% 30% 34% 31% 
Row % 100% 1% 12% 29% 7% 51% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 49 0 9 18 2 20 
Column % 10% 0% 13% 13% 7% 8% 
Row % 100% 0% 18% 37% 4% 41% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 83 3 4 31 5 40 
Column % 17% 27% 6% 22% 17% 17% 
Row % 100% 4% 5% 37% 6% 48% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 16 0 2 3 2 9 
Column % 3% 0% 3% 2% 7% 4% 
Row % 100% 0% 13% 19% 13% 56% 
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 57 0 4 14 4 35 
Column % 12% 0% 6% 10% 14% 15% 
Row % 100% 0% 7% 25% 7% 61% 
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Training Needs - Art Objects - By Budget 
       
  
Level of Need for Training - Art Objects 
Total Urgent need Some Need No need Don't know Not applicable 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 492 26 181 117 30 138 
less than $10,000             
Count 50 5 16 11 7 11 
Column % 10% 19% 9% 9% 23% 8% 
Row % 100% 10% 32% 22% 14% 22% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 54 8 20 8 5 13 
Column % 11% 31% 11% 7% 17% 9% 
Row % 100% 15% 37% 15% 9% 24% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 36 1 18 5 1 11 
Column % 7% 4% 10% 4% 3% 8% 
Row % 100% 3% 50% 14% 3% 31% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 147 6 57 41 5 38 
Column % 30% 23% 31% 35% 17% 28% 
Row % 100% 4% 39% 28% 3% 26% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 49 1 18 16 2 12 
Column % 10% 4% 10% 14% 7% 9% 
Row % 100% 2% 37% 33% 4% 24% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 83 3 34 21 5 20 
Column % 17% 12% 19% 18% 17% 14% 
Row % 100% 4% 41% 25% 6% 24% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 16 0 6 4 1 5 
Column % 3% 0% 3% 3% 3% 4% 
Row % 100% 0% 38% 25% 6% 31% 
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 57 2 12 11 4 28 
Column % 12% 8% 7% 9% 13% 20% 
Row % 100% 4% 21% 19% 7% 49% 
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Training Needs - Books and Bound Volumes - By Budget 
       
  
Level of Need for Training - Books and Bound Volumes 
Total Urgent need Some Need No need Don't know Not applicable 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 492 69 308 69 23 23 
less than $10,000             
Count 50 9 26 5 6 4 
Column % 10% 13% 8% 7% 26% 17% 
Row % 100% 18% 52% 10% 12% 8% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 54 14 26 8 4 2 
Column % 11% 20% 8% 12% 17% 9% 
Row % 100% 26% 48% 15% 7% 4% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 36 3 25 4 1 3 
Column % 7% 4% 8% 6% 4% 13% 
Row % 100% 8% 69% 11% 3% 8% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 147 22 97 18 5 5 
Column % 30% 32% 31% 26% 22% 22% 
Row % 100% 15% 66% 12% 3% 3% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 49 1 40 4 1 3 
Column % 10% 1% 13% 6% 4% 13% 
Row % 100% 2% 82% 8% 2% 6% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 83 4 55 17 2 5 
Column % 17% 6% 18% 25% 9% 22% 
Row % 100% 5% 66% 20% 2% 6% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 16 1 9 4 1 1 
Column % 3% 1% 3% 6% 4% 4% 
Row % 100% 6% 56% 25% 6% 6% 
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 57 15 30 9 3 0 
Column % 12% 22% 10% 13% 13% 0% 
Row % 100% 26% 53% 16% 5% 0% 
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Training Needs - Digital Materials and Electronic Records - By Budget 
       
  
Level of Need for Training - Digital Material and Electronic Records 
Total Urgent need Some Need No need Don't know Not applicable 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 492 81 255 62 28 66 
less than $10,000             
Count 50 8 15 10 7 10 
Column % 10% 10% 6% 16% 25% 15% 
Row % 100% 16% 30% 20% 14% 20% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 54 9 24 8 9 4 
Column % 11% 11% 9% 13% 32% 6% 
Row % 100% 17% 44% 15% 17% 7% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 36 4 19 4 2 7 
Column % 7% 5% 7% 6% 7% 11% 
Row % 100% 11% 53% 11% 6% 19% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 147 19 82 18 3 25 
Column % 30% 23% 32% 29% 11% 38% 
Row % 100% 13% 56% 12% 2% 17% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 49 5 29 6 0 9 
Column % 10% 6% 11% 10% 0% 14% 
Row % 100% 10% 59% 12% 0% 18% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 83 13 54 9 3 4 
Column % 17% 16% 21% 15% 11% 6% 
Row % 100% 16% 65% 11% 4% 5% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 16 7 5 3 0 1 
Column % 3% 9% 2% 5% 0% 2% 
Row % 100% 44% 31% 19% 0% 6% 
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 57 16 27 4 4 6 
Column % 12% 20% 11% 6% 14% 9% 
Row % 100% 28% 47% 7% 7% 11% 
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Training Needs - Historic and Ethnographic Objects - By Budget 
       
  
Level of Need for Training - Historic and Ethnographic Objects 
Total Urgent need Some Need No need Don't know Not applicable 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 492 39 180 100 34 139 
less than $10,000             
Count 50 8 18 6 7 11 
Column % 10% 21% 10% 6% 21% 8% 
Row % 100% 16% 36% 12% 14% 22% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 54 12 15 9 4 14 
Column % 11% 31% 8% 9% 12% 10% 
Row % 100% 22% 28% 17% 7% 26% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 36 3 17 4 1 11 
Column % 7% 8% 9% 4% 3% 8% 
Row % 100% 8% 47% 11% 3% 31% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 147 9 61 34 8 35 
Column % 30% 23% 34% 34% 24% 25% 
Row % 100% 6% 41% 23% 5% 24% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 49 1 19 14 3 12 
Column % 10% 3% 11% 14% 9% 9% 
Row % 100% 2% 39% 29% 6% 24% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 83 4 30 18 5 26 
Column % 17% 10% 17% 18% 15% 19% 
Row % 100% 5% 36% 22% 6% 31% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 16 0 6 4 1 5 
Column % 3% 0% 3% 4% 3% 4% 
Row % 100% 0% 38% 25% 6% 31% 
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 57 2 14 11 5 25 
Column % 12% 5% 8% 11% 15% 18% 
Row % 100% 4% 25% 19% 9% 44% 
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Training Needs - Moving Image Collections - By Budget 
       
  
Level of Need for Training - Moving Image Collections 
Total Urgent need Some Need No need Don't know Not applicable 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 492 20 124 142 37 169 
less than $10,000             
Count 50 1 8 17 6 18 
Column % 10% 5% 6% 12% 16% 11% 
Row % 100% 2% 16% 34% 12% 36% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 54 2 14 14 7 17 
Column % 11% 10% 11% 10% 19% 10% 
Row % 100% 4% 26% 26% 13% 31% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 36 0 12 12 2 10 
Column % 7% 0% 10% 8% 5% 6% 
Row % 100% 0% 33% 33% 6% 28% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 147 7 40 43 6 51 
Column % 30% 35% 32% 30% 16% 30% 
Row % 100% 5% 27% 29% 4% 35% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 49 2 9 16 2 20 
Column % 10% 10% 7% 11% 5% 12% 
Row % 100% 4% 18% 33% 4% 41% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 83 6 21 26 7 23 
Column % 17% 30% 17% 18% 19% 14% 
Row % 100% 7% 25% 31% 8% 28% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 16 1 5 3 1 6 
Column % 3% 5% 4% 2% 3% 4% 
Row % 100% 6% 31% 19% 6% 38% 
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 57 1 15 11 6 24 
Column % 12% 5% 12% 8% 16% 14% 
Row % 100% 2% 26% 19% 11% 42% 
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Training Needs - Natural Science Specimens - By Budget 
       
  
Level of Need for Training - Natural Science Specimens 
Total Urgent need Some Need No need Don't know Not applicable 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 492 3 57 156 25 251 
less than $10,000             
Count 50 0 7 14 5 24 
Column % 10% 0% 12% 9% 20% 10% 
Row % 100% 0% 14% 28% 10% 48% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 54 0 6 14 5 29 
Column % 11% 0% 11% 9% 20% 12% 
Row % 100% 0% 11% 26% 9% 54% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 36 1 5 10 1 19 
Column % 7% 33% 9% 6% 4% 8% 
Row % 100% 3% 14% 28% 3% 53% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 147 1 17 45 4 80 
Column % 30% 33% 30% 29% 16% 32% 
Row % 100% 1% 12% 31% 3% 54% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 49 0 6 21 1 21 
Column % 10% 0% 11% 13% 4% 8% 
Row % 100% 0% 12% 43% 2% 43% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 83 1 8 33 4 37 
Column % 17% 33% 14% 21% 16% 15% 
Row % 100% 1% 10% 40% 5% 45% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 16 0 1 4 2 9 
Column % 3% 0% 2% 3% 8% 4% 
Row % 100% 0% 6% 25% 13% 56% 
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 57 0 7 15 3 32 
Column % 12% 0% 12% 10% 12% 13% 
Row % 100% 0% 12% 26% 5% 56% 
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Training Needs - Photographic Collections - By Budget 
       
  
Level of Need for Training - Photographic Collections 
Total Urgent need Some Need No need Don't know Not applicable 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 492 64 256 65 23 84 
less than $10,000             
Count 50 13 22 4 4 7 
Column % 10% 20% 9% 6% 17% 8% 
Row % 100% 26% 44% 8% 8% 14% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 54 16 26 4 2 6 
Column % 11% 25% 10% 6% 9% 7% 
Row % 100% 30% 48% 7% 4% 11% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 36 6 18 4 0 8 
Column % 7% 9% 7% 6% 0% 10% 
Row % 100% 17% 50% 11% 0% 22% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 147 14 75 27 6 25 
Column % 30% 22% 29% 42% 26% 30% 
Row % 100% 10% 51% 18% 4% 17% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 49 2 35 6 0 6 
Column % 10% 3% 14% 9% 0% 7% 
Row % 100% 4% 71% 12% 0% 12% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 83 8 53 11 5 6 
Column % 17% 13% 21% 17% 22% 7% 
Row % 100% 10% 64% 13% 6% 7% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 16 0 8 2 2 4 
Column % 3% 0% 3% 3% 9% 5% 
Row % 100% 0% 50% 13% 13% 25% 
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 57 5 19 7 4 22 
Column % 12% 8% 7% 11% 17% 26% 
Row % 100% 9% 33% 12% 7% 39% 
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Training Needs - Recorded Sound Collections - By Budget 
       
  
Level of Need for Training - Recorded Sound Collections 
Total Urgent need Some Need No need Don't know Not applicable 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 492 23 164 122 30 153 
less than $10,000             
Count 50 4 11 14 5 16 
Column % 10% 17% 7% 11% 17% 10% 
Row % 100% 8% 22% 28% 10% 32% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 54 4 16 13 5 16 
Column % 11% 17% 10% 11% 17% 10% 
Row % 100% 7% 30% 24% 9% 30% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 36 0 16 9 1 10 
Column % 7% 0% 10% 7% 3% 7% 
Row % 100% 0% 44% 25% 3% 28% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 147 8 50 40 5 44 
Column % 30% 35% 30% 33% 17% 29% 
Row % 100% 5% 34% 27% 3% 30% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 49 3 13 14 2 17 
Column % 10% 13% 8% 11% 7% 11% 
Row % 100% 6% 27% 29% 4% 35% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 83 2 29 24 7 21 
Column % 17% 9% 18% 20% 23% 14% 
Row % 100% 2% 35% 29% 8% 25% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 16 1 7 2 1 5 
Column % 3% 4% 4% 2% 3% 3% 
Row % 100% 6% 44% 13% 6% 31% 
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 57 1 22 6 4 24 
Column % 12% 4% 13% 5% 13% 16% 
Row % 100% 2% 39% 11% 7% 42% 
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Training Needs - Unbound Sheets - By Budget 
       
  
Level of Need for Training - Unbound Sheets 
Total Urgent need Some Need No need Don't know Not applicable 
Annual Operating Budget             
Sample Size 492 47 193 111 45 96 
less than $10,000             
Count 50 10 17 5 8 10 
Column % 10% 21% 9% 5% 18% 10% 
Row % 100% 20% 34% 10% 16% 20% 
$10,000 to $49,999             
Count 54 10 22 8 2 12 
Column % 11% 21% 11% 7% 4% 13% 
Row % 100% 19% 41% 15% 4% 22% 
$50,000 to $99,999             
Count 36 3 16 6 3 8 
Column % 7% 6% 8% 5% 7% 8% 
Row % 100% 8% 44% 17% 8% 22% 
$100,000 to $499,999             
Count 147 8 60 38 15 26 
Column % 30% 17% 31% 34% 33% 27% 
Row % 100% 5% 41% 26% 10% 18% 
$500,000 to $999,999             
Count 49 2 18 14 3 12 
Column % 10% 4% 9% 13% 7% 13% 
Row % 100% 4% 37% 29% 6% 24% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999             
Count 83 6 32 25 6 14 
Column % 17% 13% 17% 23% 13% 15% 
Row % 100% 7% 39% 30% 7% 17% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999             
Count 16 0 4 6 3 3 
Column % 3% 0% 2% 5% 7% 3% 
Row % 100% 0% 25% 38% 19% 19% 
$10,000,000 or more             
Count 57 8 24 9 5 11 
Column % 12% 17% 12% 8% 11% 11% 
Row % 100% 14% 42% 16% 9% 19% 
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Training Preferences - Duration - By Budget 
        
  
What is your preference for the length of preservation/conservation training sessions? 
Total Half a day One day Two days Full week No preference Don't know 
Annual Operating Budget               
Sample Size 492 205 165 17 1 67 37 
less than $10,000               
Count 50 18 17 1 0 7 7 
Column % 10% 9% 10% 6% 0% 10% 19% 
Row % 100% 36% 34% 2% 0% 14% 14% 
$10,000 to $49,999               
Count 54 18 17 3 0 9 7 
Column % 11% 9% 10% 18% 0% 13% 19% 
Row % 100% 33% 31% 6% 0% 17% 13% 
$50,000 to $99,999               
Count 36 11 15 4 1 3 2 
Column % 7% 5% 9% 24% 100% 4% 5% 
Row % 100% 31% 42% 11% 3% 8% 6% 
$100,000 to $499,999               
Count 147 77 36 3 0 22 9 
Column % 30% 38% 22% 18% 0% 33% 24% 
Row % 100% 52% 24% 2% 0% 15% 6% 
$500,000 to $999,999               
Count 49 27 16 1 0 4 1 
Column % 10% 13% 10% 6% 0% 6% 3% 
Row % 100% 55% 33% 2% 0% 8% 2% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999               
Count 83 30 36 1 0 10 6 
Column % 17% 15% 22% 6% 0% 15% 16% 
Row % 100% 36% 43% 1% 0% 12% 7% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999               
Count 16 7 6 0 0 2 1 
Column % 3% 3% 4% 0% 0% 3% 3% 
Row % 100% 44% 38% 0% 0% 13% 6% 
$10,000,000 or more               
Count 57 17 22 4 0 10 4 
Column % 12% 8% 13% 24% 0% 15% 11% 
Row % 100% 30% 39% 7% 0% 18% 7% 
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Training Preferences - Format - Conferences/Professional Meetings - By Budget 
     
  
How interested would you be in pursuing the following types of 
training? 
Conferences/professional meetings 
Total Very interested Somewhat interested Not interested 
Annual Operating Budget         
Sample Size 492 146 225 121 
less than $10,000         
Count 50 12 21 17 
Column % 10% 8% 9% 14% 
Row % 100% 24% 42% 34% 
$10,000 to $49,999         
Count 54 21 21 12 
Column % 11% 14% 9% 10% 
Row % 100% 39% 39% 22% 
$50,000 to $99,999         
Count 36 12 15 9 
Column % 7% 8% 7% 7% 
Row % 100% 33% 42% 25% 
$100,000 to $499,999         
Count 147 29 76 42 
Column % 30% 20% 34% 35% 
Row % 100% 20% 52% 29% 
$500,000 to $999,999         
Count 49 17 18 14 
Column % 10% 12% 8% 12% 
Row % 100% 35% 37% 29% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999         
Count 83 28 40 15 
Column % 17% 19% 18% 12% 
Row % 100% 34% 48% 18% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999         
Count 16 3 10 3 
Column % 3% 2% 4% 2% 
Row % 100% 19% 63% 19% 
$10,000,000 or more         
Count 57 24 24 9 
Column % 12% 16% 11% 7% 
Row % 100% 42% 42% 16% 
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Training Preferences - Format - Face-to-Face Full-Day Workshops - By Budget 
     
  
How interested would you be in pursuing the following types of 
training? 
Face-to-face full-day workshops 
Total Very interested Somewhat interested Not interested 
Annual Operating Budget         
Sample Size 492 170 183 139 
less than $10,000         
Count 50 18 18 14 
Column % 10% 11% 10% 10% 
Row % 100% 36% 36% 28% 
$10,000 to $49,999         
Count 54 24 21 9 
Column % 11% 14% 11% 6% 
Row % 100% 44% 39% 17% 
$50,000 to $99,999         
Count 36 15 14 7 
Column % 7% 9% 8% 5% 
Row % 100% 42% 39% 19% 
$100,000 to $499,999         
Count 147 34 59 54 
Column % 30% 20% 32% 39% 
Row % 100% 23% 40% 37% 
$500,000 to $999,999         
Count 49 13 21 15 
Column % 10% 8% 11% 11% 
Row % 100% 27% 43% 31% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999         
Count 83 40 25 18 
Column % 17% 24% 14% 13% 
Row % 100% 48% 30% 22% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999         
Count 16 4 6 6 
Column % 3% 2% 3% 4% 
Row % 100% 25% 38% 38% 
$10,000,000 or more         
Count 57 22 19 16 
Column % 12% 13% 10% 12% 
Row % 100% 39% 33% 28% 
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Training Preferences - Format - Face-to-Face Half-Day Workshops - By Budget 
     
  
How interested would you be in pursuing the following types of 
training? 
Face-to-face half-day workshops 
Total Very interested Somewhat interested Not interested 
Annual Operating Budget         
Sample Size 492 195 219 78 
less than $10,000         
Count 50 16 21 13 
Column % 10% 8% 10% 17% 
Row % 100% 32% 42% 26% 
$10,000 to $49,999         
Count 54 27 17 10 
Column % 11% 14% 8% 13% 
Row % 100% 50% 31% 19% 
$50,000 to $99,999         
Count 36 14 16 6 
Column % 7% 7% 7% 8% 
Row % 100% 39% 44% 17% 
$100,000 to $499,999         
Count 147 49 74 24 
Column % 30% 25% 34% 31% 
Row % 100% 33% 50% 16% 
$500,000 to $999,999         
Count 49 18 24 7 
Column % 10% 9% 11% 9% 
Row % 100% 37% 49% 14% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999         
Count 83 44 32 7 
Column % 17% 23% 15% 9% 
Row % 100% 53% 39% 8% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999         
Count 16 6 6 4 
Column % 3% 3% 3% 5% 
Row % 100% 38% 38% 25% 
$10,000,000 or more         
Count 57 21 29 7 
Column % 12% 11% 13% 9% 
Row % 100% 37% 51% 12% 
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Training Preferences - Format - Live Facilitated Online - By Budget 
     
  
How interested would you be in pursuing the following types of 
training? 
Live facilitated online courses 
Total Very interested Somewhat interested Not interested 
Annual Operating Budget         
Sample Size 492 107 191 194 
less than $10,000         
Count 50 7 19 24 
Column % 10% 7% 10% 12% 
Row % 100% 14% 38% 48% 
$10,000 to $49,999         
Count 54 17 19 18 
Column % 11% 16% 10% 9% 
Row % 100% 31% 35% 33% 
$50,000 to $99,999         
Count 36 10 13 13 
Column % 7% 9% 7% 7% 
Row % 100% 28% 36% 36% 
$100,000 to $499,999         
Count 147 23 64 60 
Column % 30% 21% 34% 31% 
Row % 100% 16% 44% 41% 
$500,000 to $999,999         
Count 49 9 18 22 
Column % 10% 8% 9% 11% 
Row % 100% 18% 37% 45% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999         
Count 83 22 34 27 
Column % 17% 21% 18% 14% 
Row % 100% 27% 41% 33% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999         
Count 16 3 9 4 
Column % 3% 3% 5% 2% 
Row % 100% 19% 56% 25% 
$10,000,000 or more         
Count 57 16 15 26 
Column % 12% 15% 8% 13% 
Row % 100% 28% 26% 46% 
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Training Preferences - Format - Self-Directed Online - By Budget 
     
  
How interested would you be in pursuing the following types of 
training? 
Self-directed online courses 
Total Very interested Somewhat interested Not interested 
Annual Operating Budget         
Sample Size 492 129 192 171 
less than $10,000         
Count 50 14 18 18 
Column % 10% 11% 9% 11% 
Row % 100% 28% 36% 36% 
$10,000 to $49,999         
Count 54 20 17 17 
Column % 11% 16% 9% 10% 
Row % 100% 37% 31% 31% 
$50,000 to $99,999         
Count 36 10 14 12 
Column % 7% 8% 7% 7% 
Row % 100% 28% 39% 33% 
$100,000 to $499,999         
Count 147 36 60 51 
Column % 30% 28% 31% 30% 
Row % 100% 24% 41% 35% 
$500,000 to $999,999         
Count 49 11 18 20 
Column % 10% 9% 9% 12% 
Row % 100% 22% 37% 41% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999         
Count 83 17 44 22 
Column % 17% 13% 23% 13% 
Row % 100% 20% 53% 27% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999         
Count 16 4 6 6 
Column % 3% 3% 3% 4% 
Row % 100% 25% 38% 38% 
$10,000,000 or more         
Count 57 17 15 25 
Column % 12% 13% 8% 15% 
Row % 100% 30% 26% 44% 
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Training Preferences - Cost - By Budget 
          
  
What is the maximum amount your institution would be willing to pay per person to attend a 
preservation/conservation workshop? 
Total 0 $1-$24 $25-$49 $50-$74 $75-$99 $100-$199 $200-$299 Over $300 
Annual Operating Budget                   
Sample Size 492 98 27 77 79 83 79 25 24 
less than $10,000                   
Count 50 15 6 13 5 6 4 1 0 
Column % 10% 15% 22% 17% 6% 7% 5% 4% 0% 
Row % 100% 30% 12% 26% 10% 12% 8% 2% 0% 
$10,000 to $49,999                   
Count 54 7 7 9 12 6 9 3 1 
Column % 11% 7% 26% 12% 15% 7% 11% 12% 4% 
Row % 100% 13% 13% 17% 22% 11% 17% 6% 2% 
$50,000 to $99,999                   
Count 36 9 0 3 6 7 9 1 1 
Column % 7% 9% 0% 4% 8% 8% 11% 4% 4% 
Row % 100% 25% 0% 8% 17% 19% 25% 3% 3% 
$100,000 to $499,999                   
Count 147 31 6 34 28 25 15 3 5 
Column % 30% 32% 22% 44% 35% 30% 19% 12% 21% 
Row % 100% 21% 4% 23% 19% 17% 10% 2% 3% 
$500,000 to $999,999                   
Count 49 12 1 5 6 11 9 4 1 
Column % 10% 12% 4% 6% 8% 13% 11% 16% 4% 
Row % 100% 24% 2% 10% 12% 22% 18% 8% 2% 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999                   
Count 83 9 2 6 14 17 25 4 6 
Column % 17% 9% 7% 8% 18% 20% 32% 16% 25% 
Row % 100% 11% 2% 7% 17% 20% 30% 5% 7% 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999                   
Count 16 1 2 1 1 3 3 2 3 
Column % 3% 1% 7% 1% 1% 4% 4% 8% 13% 
Row % 100% 6% 13% 6% 6% 19% 19% 13% 19% 
$10,000,000 or more                   
Count 57 14 3 6 7 8 5 7 7 
Column % 12% 14% 11% 8% 9% 10% 6% 28% 29% 
Row % 100% 25% 5% 11% 12% 14% 9% 12% 12% 
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Appendix K: Survey Instrument 
 
The Massachusetts Connecting to Collections Survey 
 
                  
 
 
Introduction 
 
Welcome to the Massachusetts Connecting to Collections survey.  The purpose of this project is to identify the 
preservation needs of Massachusetts libraries, archives, museums, and other cultural collections statewide.  The 
project was developed by the Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners (MBLC), in partnership with the 
Boston Public Library; the Massachusetts Archives; the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston; the New England Museum 
Association; the Northeast Massachusetts Regional Library System; and the Massachusetts Conference of Chief 
Librarians of Public Higher Educational Institutions.  This survey is funded by a grant from the Institute of 
Museum and Library Services (IMLS). 
 
Why Participate? 
 
• In the course of completing this survey, you will gain awareness of preservation needs at your own 
institution.  The information that you gather may be useful for long-range planning and funding requests. 
 
• Your participation will demonstrate your support for the state and federal agencies that are working on your 
behalf to address the preservation needs of collections throughout the state and nationwide. 
 
• By completing this survey, you are helping to determine the scope of future preservation services and 
training opportunities for cultural heritage institutions throughout Massachusetts.  Following the 
completion and analysis of this survey, the MBLC and its project partners will be eligible to apply for 
implementation funding to address identified needs. 
 
Confidentiality 
 
Your individual responses will be incorporated into aggregated data in the public report for this project; your 
responses will not be recognizable or presented individually.  Contact information is requested for the sole 
purpose of enabling MBLC staff and project consultants to contact you with any follow-up questions. 
 
For more information about this project, please see the "C2C Wiki," at http://mblc.state.ma.us/wikis/c2c. 
 
For assistance with this survey, please contact Rebecca Meyer, Connecting to Collections Intern, at the 
Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners at Rebecca.Meyer(at)state.ma.us or (800) 952-7403, ext. 228.
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Guidelines for Completing the Survey  
 
• It is strongly suggested that you print a copy of the survey to review and discuss with your colleagues before 
completing it online.  This will also enable you to keep a record of your responses.  Once you have the 
information gathered, the survey will take between 30 and 45 minutes to complete. 
 
• The survey may be completed in multiple sessions.  To do this, you must exit and return to the survey on 
the same computer, and browser cookies must be enabled and may not be cleared between sessions. 
 
• To navigate through the survey, please use the "prev" and "next" buttons appearing on each page of the 
survey; do not use your browser's "back" and "forward" buttons, or the survey will not work properly. 
 
• If you are a single collecting entity within a large parent institution, please complete this survey only for 
your own holdings, not those of other collecting entities in your parent institution.  They may receive their 
own surveys.  For example, a museum and a library belonging to the same college or university may each 
receive separate surveys. 
 
• If you are not under a large parent institution, include information on all holdings at your institution.  For 
example, a public library that has a local history collection should complete one survey with information on 
all of its library, museum, and archival holdings. 
 
• Do not include living collections (i.e., live plants and animals) and historic structures in your responses to 
this questionnaire, even if they are a part of your institution's preservation responsibilities. 
 
A glossary of terms used in this survey, including a copy in PDF form that can be downloaded, saved, and 
printed, is available on the “C2C Wiki,” at 
http://mblc.state.ma.us/wikis/c2c/index.php/The_Massachusetts_Connecting_to_Collections_Survey_Glossary.   
 
For your reference, this survey will proceed in the following order:  
 
• Institutional Information  
• Staffing  
• Funding for Preservation  
• Collection Profile  
• The Building  
• The Environment  
• Fire Protection  
• Light  
• Emergency Preparedness  
• Security  
• Exhibition  
• Preservation Planning  
• Preservation Activities  
• Training  
• Comments  
• Submit Responses 
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Institutional Information 
 
1.  Please provide identifying information about your institution. 
 
Name of person completing this questionnaire:  ____________________________________________________ 
 
Title:  ______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Institution name:  ____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Street address:  ______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
ZIP/Postal code where collections are housed:   ___________________ 
 
Email address of person completing this questionnaire:  ______________________________________________ 
 
Phone number:  _________________________________ 
 
 
2.  If the MBLC has follow-up questions about your survey, what is your preferred method of contact?  (Select 
one.) 
 
  Email 
  Phone 
  Regular mail 
 
3.  Which of the following most closely describes your institution?  (Select one.) 
 
  Archives 
  Historic site 
  Historical commission 
  Historical society 
  Academic library 
  Public library 
  Special library 
  Art museum (including art gallery, art center, or arts organization) 
  Children’s museum 
  History museum 
  Natural history museum 
  Science museum 
  Religious institution 
  Theater 
  Municipal office 
  Court 
  Organization/association 
  Other (please specify) ___________________________________________________________________ 
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4.  Which additional functions does your institution provide?  (Select up to three.) 
 
  Archives 
  Library 
  Historical society 
  Historic house/site 
  Local history collection 
  Museum 
  Art collection 
  Archaeological repository or research collection 
  None 
  Other (please specify) ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
5.  Which of the following most closely describes your institution’s governance?  (Select one.) 
 
  College, university or other academic entity 
  Non-profit, non-governmental organization or foundation 
  Federal government 
  State government 
  Local government 
  Tribal government 
  Religious 
 
6. For the entity identified in Question 3, what was your institution's total annual operating budget for the 
most recently completed fiscal year?  (Select one.) 
 
  less than $10,000 
  $10,000 to $49,999 
  $50,000 to $99,999 
  $100,000 to $499,999 
  $500,000 to $999,999 
  $1,000,000 to $4,999,999 
  $5,000,000 to $9,999,999 
  more than $10,000,000 
 
 
Staffing 
 
7.  How many staff are currently employed in your collecting institution?  Include all staff, not just those for 
preservation.  Do not express in Full-Time Equivalents (FTE).  (Select one answer for each row.) 
 
    0 1-2 3-5 6-10  11-20     21-50      >50        Don’t know 
 
Full-time paid staff                                               
Part-time paid staff                                               
Full-time volunteers                                               
Part-time volunteers                                               
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8.  Please indicate the total amount of staff and volunteer time spent on preservation/conservation activities 
in Full-Time Equivalents (FTE).  Include all staff and volunteers who perform preservation/conservation 
activities, whether full-time, part-time, seasonal, work study, interns, etc.  (Select one answer for each row.) 
 
             0 FTE     .1 to .5 FTE     .6 to .9 FTE     1-2.5 FTE     2.6-5.5 FTE     5.6-10 FTE     >10 FTE      Don’t know 
 
Paid staff                                                    
Volunteers                                                 
 
 
9.  How many staff and/or volunteers have advanced training (i.e., post-graduate training or at least three 
years of on-the-job training) in preservation/conservation?  Include all workers who perform 
preservation/conservation activities, whether full-time, part-time, seasonal, work study, interns, etc.  Do not 
express in Full-Time Equivalents (FTE).  (Select one answer for each row.) 
 
      0           1          2-4          5-9        10-14        15-19        20-30        >30        Don’t know 
 
Paid staff                                                    
Volunteers                                                    
 
 
10. Does your institution have a budget line item for preservation/conservation activities?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No specific line-item in budget, but other funds are available as needed 
  No 
  Don't know 
 
11. Has your institution made an application, whether successful or unsuccessful, for 
preservation/conservation funding from any public or private source in the last five years?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes (skip to question 13) 
  No 
  Don't know (skip to question 13) 
 
12. Which of the following factors influenced the decision not to apply?  (Select all that apply.) 
 
  Not aware of appropriate funding sources 
  Lack of staff time or expertise to complete application 
  Additional project planning or preparation necessary before requesting grant funds 
  Preservation/conservation not an institutional priority 
  Currently have sufficient sources of funding 
  Have applied for grant(s) from external sources in the past but have been unsuccessful 
  Other (please specify)  
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Collection Profile: Library Circulating Collections 
 
13.  Is your institution a library with a circulating collection?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No (skip to question 19) 
 
14. Approximately what percentage of your circulating collection is cataloged?  (Select one.) 
 
 0%           1%-24%           25%-49%           50%-74%           75%-99%           100% 
 
15.  Where is your circulating collection housed?  (Select all that apply.) 
 
  Attic 
  Basement 
  Closet 
  Open stacks area (accessible to the public) 
  Closed stacks area (inaccessible to the public) 
  Off-site 
  Other (please specify) 
 
 
16. Approximately what percentage of your circulating collection is stored in a space with year-round climate 
control?  (Select one.) 
 
 0%           1%-24%           25%-49%           50%-74%           75%-99%           100% 
 
17. Approximately what percentage of your circulating collection is protected by a building-wide fire 
detection and suppression system?  (Select one.) 
 
 0%           1%-24%           25%-49%           50%-74%           75%-99%           100% 
 
18. In the past five years, have any materials from your circulating collection been stolen or vandalized?  
(Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No 
  Don’t know 
 
 
Collection Profile: Permanent Collections 
 
19. Do your institution's holdings include materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity (i.e., permanent 
collections)?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No (skip to question 25) 
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20. Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, approximately what percentage is cataloged?  
(Select one.) 
 
 0%           1%-24%           25%-49%           50%-74%           75%-99%           100% 
  
21. Where do you store materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity?  (Select all that apply.) 
 
  Basement 
  Attic 
  Closet 
  Open storage area (accessible to the public) 
  Closed storage area (inaccessible to the public) 
  Private home 
  Off-site (other than private home) 
  Other (please specify) 
 
22. Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, approximately what percentage is stored in a 
space with year-round climate control?  (Select one.) 
 
 0%           1%-24%           25%-49%           50%-74%           75%-99%           100% 
 
23. Of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity, approximately what percentage is protected by a 
building-wide fire detection and suppression system?  (Select one.) 
 
 0%           1%-24%           25%-49%           50%-74%           75%-99%           100% 
 
24. In the past five years, have any of the materials that you plan to maintain in perpetuity been stolen or 
vandalized? (Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No 
  Don’t know 
 
Comments (optional) 
 
 
Collection Profile: Types of Materials 
 
The next section of this survey will ask you for information about the types of materials included in your 
collections.  We realize that some items can be difficult to categorize, so for the purposes of this survey, the 
categories presented include the following types of materials:  
 
paper-based:  architectural records, books, documents, ephemera, journals, maps, newspapers, pamphlets, 
paper currency, scrapbooks, stamps  
 
photographic:  acetate film, ambrotypes, black and white negatives, black and white prints, color negatives, 
color prints, daguerreotypes, glass plate negatives, lantern slides, microfiche, microfilm, nitrate film, 
slides/transparencies, tintypes  
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moving image & recorded sound:  audio cassette, cylinder, motion picture film, open reel tape, phonodisc, 
video cassette  
 
digital materials & electronic records:  CD, CD-R, DAT, DVD, DVD-R, data tape, databases, digital moving images, 
digital photographs, digital sound recordings, electronic data files, floppy disc, laser disc, minidisk, scanned 
documents  
 
art objects:  ceramics, drawings, fiber, glass, metal, paintings, photographs, posters, prints, sculpture, stone, 
synthetic materials, textiles  
 
archaeological, ethnographic, & historic objects:  agricultural artifacts, bone, ceramics, fiber, firearms, 
furniture, glass, ivory, jewelry, medical artifacts, metalwork, musical instruments, scientific artifacts, stone, 
technological artifacts, textiles, transportation vehicles  
 
natural science specimens:  botanical, dioramas, geological, paleobotany, paleontological, taxidermy, zoological 
 
__________________________________ 
 
25. Do your institution's collections include any paper-based materials?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No (skip to question 27) 
  Don’t know (skip to question 27) 
 
26. Please indicate the types of paper-based materials held by your institution.  (Select all that apply.) 
 
  Architectural records   Journals    Paper currency 
  Books     Maps    Scrapbooks 
  Documents     Newspapers    Stamps 
  Ephemera     Pamphlets  
  Other (please specify) 
 
27. Do your institution's collections include any photographic materials?  (Select one.)  
In considering your response, please exclude digital photographs, which will be addressed in a subsequent 
question. 
 
  Yes 
  No (skip to question 29) 
  Don’t know (skip to question 29) 
 
28. Please indicate the types of photographic materials held by your institution.  (Select all that apply.) 
 
  Acetate film     Color prints     Microfilm 
  Ambrotypes     Daguerreotypes    Nitrate film 
  Black & white negatives   Glass plate negatives   Slides/transparencies 
  Black & white prints    Lantern slides    Tintypes 
  Color negatives    Microfiche 
  Other (please specify) 
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29. Do your institution's collections include any moving image or recorded sound materials?  (Select one.)  
In considering your response, please exclude digital formats, such as CDs and DVDs, which will be addressed in 
a subsequent question. 
 
  Yes 
  No (skip to question 31) 
  Don’t know (skip to question 31) 
 
30. Please indicate the types of moving image and/or recorded sound materials held by your institution.  
(Select all that apply.) 
 
  Audio cassette     Open reel tape 
  Cylinder      Phonodisc 
  Motion picture film     Video cassette 
  Other (please specify) 
 
31. Do your institution's collections include any digital materials or electronic records?  (Select one.)  
In considering your response, please include all digital materials, whether born digital or digital surrogates. 
 
  Yes 
  No (skip to question 33) 
  Don’t know (skip to question 33) 
 
32. Please indicate the types of digital materials and/or electronic records held by your institution.  (Select all 
that apply.) 
 
  CD      Digital moving images   Electronic data files 
  CD-R     Digital photographs    Floppy disc 
  DAT      Digital sound recordings   Laser disc 
  Data tape     DVD      Minidisk 
  Databases     DVD-R     Scanned documents 
  Other (please specify) 
 
33. Do your institution's collections include any art objects?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No (skip to question 35) 
  Don’t know (skip to question 35) 
 
34. Please indicate the types of art objects held by your institution.  (Select all that apply.) 
   
  Ceramics     Paintings    Stone 
  Drawings     Photographs   Synthetic materials 
  Fiber     Posters    Textiles 
  Glass     Prints 
  Metal     Sculpture 
  Other (please specify) 
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35. Do your institution's collections include any archaeological, ethnographic, or historic objects?  (Select 
one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No (skip to question 37) 
  Don’t know (skip to question 37) 
 
36. Please indicate the types of archaeological, ethnographic, and/or historic objects held by your institution.  
(Select all that apply.) 
 
  Agricultural artifacts    Glass     Stone 
  Bone     Ivory     Technological artifacts 
  Ceramics     Medical artifacts    Textiles 
  Fiber     Metalwork     Transportation vehicles 
  Firearms     Musical instruments  
  Furniture     Scientific artifacts 
  Other (please specify) 
 
37. Do your institution's collections include any natural science specimens?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No (skip to question 39) 
  Don’t know (skip to question 39) 
 
38. Please indicate the types of natural science specimens held by your institution.  (Select all that apply.) 
 
  Botanical     Paleontological 
  Dioramas     Taxidermy 
  Geological     Zoological 
  Paleobotany 
  Other (please specify) 
 
 
Collection Profile: Long-Term Loans 
 
39. Does your institution have materials on long-term loan at another institution?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No 
  Don’t know 
 
Comments (optional) 
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40. Does your institution hold materials on long-term loan from other institutions or individuals?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No 
  Don’t know 
 
Comments (optional) 
 
 
The Building 
 
41. Are your collections stored in more than one building?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes (skip to question 54) 
  No 
  Don't know 
 
If "yes," how many buildings?  (optional)  ______________ 
 
42. What is the general condition of the building that houses your collections?  (Select all that apply or "don't 
know.") 
 
  Roof is water-tight, without leaks or seepage    Exterior walls are not insulated 
  Water accumulates on roof      Foundation leaks 
  Roof leaks        Foundation is well-maintained 
  Roof/attic is insulated      Foundation needs re-pointing 
  Roof/attic is not insulated      Foundation is cracked 
  Exterior walls leak       Foundation has close plantings/ ground cover 
  Condensation occurs on walls and windows    Don’t know 
  Exterior walls are insulated 
 
Comments (optional) 
 
 
43. How would you characterize the maintenance routine for the building that houses your collections?  
(Select one.) 
 
  Nominal: Little is done until there is a major need. 
  Preventive: Routine items are done on a calendar basis to ensure general upkeep (e.g., clean gutters, minor  
      roof repairs, general housekeeping) to basically retard deterioration of the facility. 
  Proactive: a list of maintenance needs is compiled annually, incorporated into the institution's budget, and  
      resolved. 
  Don't know 
 
Comments (optional) 
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The Environment (one building only) 
 
44. What, if any, components are included in the climate-control system for the building that houses your 
collections?  (Select all that apply, "no climate-control of any kind," or "don't know.") 
 
  Centralized air conditioning     Centralized heating 
  Window air conditioners     Space heaters 
  Portable fans      Centralized air filtration 
  Centralized humidity control     Centralized ventilation 
  Portable dehumidifiers     No climate-control of any kind (skip to question 47) 
  Portable humidifiers      Don't know 
 
Comments (optional) 
 
 
 
45. Are the equipment's temperature settings kept at a constant level ±5°F around the clock?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes, in all storage areas 
  Yes, in some storage areas 
  Yes, in all exhibit areas 
  Yes, in some exhibit areas 
  Yes, in all storage and some exhibit areas 
  Yes, in some storage and all exhibit areas 
  Yes, in all storage and all exhibit areas 
  Building does not have temperature control 
  No 
  Don't know 
 
46. Are the equipment's relative humidity settings kept at a constant level ±5% around the clock?  (Select 
one.) 
 
  Yes, in all storage areas 
  Yes, in some storage areas 
  Yes, in all exhibit areas 
  Yes, in some exhibit areas 
  Yes, in all storage and some exhibit areas 
  Yes, in some storage and all exhibit areas 
  Yes, in all storage and all exhibit areas 
  Building does not have humidity control 
  No 
  Don't know 
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Fire Protection (one building only) 
 
47. What types of fire detection devices exist in the building that houses your collections?  (Select all that 
apply or "none.") 
 
  Heat detectors 
  Smoke detectors 
  Air sampling system 
  We have detection devices, but I am not sure of the type 
  None (skip to question 51) 
  Other (please specify) 
 
 
48. Are fire detection devices installed throughout the building that houses your collections?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No 
  Don't know 
 
49. Are fire detection devices connected directly either to the local fire department or another monitoring 
agency?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No 
  Don't know 
 
50. Are fire detection devices inspected according to the manufacturer's specifications to ensure proper 
operation?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No 
  Don't know 
 
51. What type of fire suppression system exists in the building that houses your collections?  (Select all that 
apply or "none.") 
 
  Wet pipe sprinkler system 
  Dry pipe sprinkler system 
  Water mist sprinkler system 
  Pre-action automatic sprinkler system 
  Inert gas suppression system 
  Dry chemical automatic system 
  Low oxygen system 
  We have a suppression system, but I am not sure of the type 
  None (skip to question 67) 
  Other (please specify) 
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52. Is/are the fire suppression system(s) installed throughout the building that houses your collections?  
(Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No 
  Don't know 
 
53. Is/are fire suppression system(s) inspected according to the manufacturer's specifications to ensure 
proper operation?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No 
  Don't know 
 
 
The Building (multiple buildings) 
 
54. What is the general condition of the buildings that house your collections?  (Select all that apply or "don't 
know.") 
 
  Roof is water-tight, without leaks or seepage    Exterior walls are not insulated 
  Water accumulates on roof      Foundation leaks 
  Roof leaks        Foundation is well-maintained 
  Roof/attic is insulated      Foundation needs re-pointing 
  Roof/attic is not insulated      Foundation is cracked 
  Exterior walls leak       Foundation has close plantings/ ground cover 
  Condensation occurs on walls and windows    Don’t know 
  Exterior walls are insulated 
 
Comments (optional) 
 
 
 
55. How would you characterize the maintenance routine for the buildings that house your collections?  
(Select one.) 
 
  Nominal: Little is done until there is a major need. 
  Preventive: Routine items are done on a calendar basis to ensure general upkeep (e.g., clean gutters, minor  
      roof repairs, general housekeeping) to basically retard deterioration of the facilities. 
  Proactive: a list of maintenance needs is compiled annually, incorporated into the institution's budget, and   
      resolved. 
  Don't know 
 
Comments (optional) 
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The Environment (multiple buildings) 
 
56. Do any of the buildings that house your collections have a central HVAC system?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes, all buildings 
  Yes, some buildings 
  No 
  Don't know 
 
Comments (optional) 
 
57. What, if any, climate-control components are included in the buildings that house your collections?  
(Select all that apply, "no climate-control equipment of any kind," or "don't know.") 
 
  Centralized air conditioning    Centralized heating 
  Window air conditioners    Space heaters 
  Portable fans     Centralized air filtration 
  Centralized humidity control    Centralized ventilation 
  Portable dehumidifiers    No climate-control equipment of any kind (skip to question 60) 
  Portable humidifiers     Don't know 
 
Comments (optional) 
 
58. Are the equipment's temperature settings kept at a constant level ±5°F around the clock?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes, in all storage areas 
  Yes, in some storage areas 
  Yes, in all exhibit areas 
  Yes, in some exhibit areas 
  Yes, in all storage and some exhibit areas 
  Yes, in some storage and all exhibit areas 
  Yes, in all storage and all exhibit areas 
  Buildings do not have temperature control 
  No 
  Don't know 
 
59. Are the equipment's relative humidity settings kept at a constant level ±5% around the clock?  (Select 
one.) 
  Yes, in all storage areas 
  Yes, in some storage areas 
  Yes, in all exhibit areas 
  Yes, in some exhibit areas 
  Yes, in all storage and some exhibit areas 
  Yes, in some storage and all exhibit areas 
  Yes, in all storage and all exhibit areas 
  Buildings do not have humidity control 
  No 
  Don't know 
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Fire Protection (multiple buildings) 
 
60. What types of fire detection devices exist in the buildings housing your collections?  (Select all that apply 
or "none.") 
 
  Heat detectors 
  Smoke detectors 
  Air sampling system 
  We have detection devices, but I am not sure of the type 
  None (skip to question 64) 
  Other (please specify) 
 
61. Are fire detection devices installed throughout the buildings housing your collections?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes, throughout all buildings 
  Yes, throughout some buildings 
  No 
  Don't know 
 
62. Are fire detection devices connected directly either to the local fire department or another monitoring 
agency?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes, for all buildings 
  Yes, for some buildings 
  No 
  Don't know 
 
63. Are fire detection devices inspected according to the manufacturer's specifications to ensure proper 
operation?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes, for all buildings 
  Yes, for some buildings 
  No 
  Don't know 
 
64. What types of fire suppression systems exist in the buildings housing your collections?  (Select all that 
apply or "none.") 
 
  Wet pipe sprinkler system 
  Dry pipe sprinkler system 
  Water mist sprinkler system 
  Pre-action automatic sprinkler system 
  Inert gas suppression system 
  Dry chemical automatic system 
  Low oxygen system 
  We have suppression systems, but I am not sure of the type 
  None (skip to question 67) 
  Other (please specify) 
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65. Are fire suppression systems installed throughout the buildings housing your collections?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes, throughout all buildings 
  Yes, throughout some buildings 
  No 
  Don't know 
 
66. Are fire suppression systems inspected according to the manufacturer's specifications to ensure proper 
operation?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes, for all buildings 
  Yes, for some buildings 
  No 
  Don't know 
 
 
Light 
 
67. What types of lighting are used in your storage area(s)?  (Select all that apply or "don't know.") 
 
  Fluorescent with UV filters 
  Fluorescent without UV filters 
  Halogen 
  Incandescent 
  LED 
  Natural light 
  Don't know 
  Other (please specify) 
  
 
Emergency Preparedness 
 
68. Has a written emergency/disaster plan been prepared for your institution?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No (skip to question 72) 
  Plan is being prepared (skip to question 72) 
 
69. Does the plan include instructions for the recovery of fire- and water-damaged materials?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No 
 
70. Has the plan been updated within the last two years?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No 
  Don't know 
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71. Is your staff familiar with the plan and trained to carry it out?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes, staff members are familiar with the plan and are trained to carry it out 
  Yes, staff members are familiar with the plan, but are not trained to carry it out 
  No 
  Don't know 
 
72. Are copies of vital collection records (e.g., inventory, catalog, insurance policies) stored off-site?  (Select 
one.) 
  Yes 
  No 
  Don't know 
  Do not have copies 
 
73. In the past five years, has your institution experienced any incident or disaster that damaged collections?  
(Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No (skip to question 75) 
  Don't know (skip to question 75) 
 
If "yes," what type(s) of incident(s) or disaster(s) occurred?  (optional) 
 
74. What percentage of your institution's collections was damaged?  (Select one.) 
 
 0%           1%-24%           25%-49%           50%-74%           75%-99%           100% 
 
75. Are your collections included in your municipal comprehensive emergency management plan (CEMP)?  
(Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No 
  Don't know 
 
 
Security 
 
76. Which of the following security measures do the building or buildings housing your collections have?  
(Select all that apply or "none.") 
 
  After-hours security guard 
  Building is shared with other administrative units and door locks are keyed separately 
  Burglar alarms on doors and/or windows 
  Computerized security system 
  Electronic security system at exit 
  Motion detectors in rooms 
  None (skip to question 78) 
  Other (please specify) 
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77. If your building or buildings have a security alarm, is it connected directly either to the local police 
department or another monitoring agency?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No 
  Don't know 
  My facility does not have a security alarm. 
 
 
Exhibition 
 
78. Does your institution loan materials for exhibition?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes, we loan only rare, valuable, and/or irreplaceable materials 
  Yes, we loan only non-rare, non-valuable, and/or replaceable materials 
  Yes, we loan both rare/valuable/irreplaceable and non-rare/non-valuable/replaceable materials 
  No 
  Don't know 
 
79. Does your institution exhibit materials from its collections?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes, we exhibit only rare, valuable, and/or irreplaceable materials 
  Yes, we exhibit only non-rare, non-valuable, and/or replaceable materials (skip to question 85) 
  Yes, we exhibit both rare/valuable/irreplaceable and non-rare/non-valuable/replaceable materials 
  No (skip to question 85) 
  Don't know (skip to question 85) 
 
80. Please indicate the setting in which rare, valuable, and/or irreplaceable materials are exhibited.  (Select all 
that apply.) 
 
  Attic     Outdoors 
  Basement     Period room/historic house 
  Exhibition gallery    Research room 
  Function room    Staff offices 
  Lobby 
  Other (please specify) 
 
 
81. Does your institution place on permanent exhibition any materials that it plans to maintain in perpetuity?  
(Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No 
  Don't know 
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82. If your institution uses exhibit mounts/supports and/or display cases, are they constructed from materials 
that will not damage, and that properly support, the items being exhibited?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes, for some exhibited materials 
  Yes, for most exhibited materials 
  Yes, for all exhibited materials 
  Don't know 
  Not applicable (my institution does not use exhibit mounts/supports or display cases) 
 
83. What types of lighting are used in your exhibit area(s)?  (Select all that apply or "don't know.") 
 
  Fluorescent with UV filters    LED 
  Fluorescent without UV filters   Natural light 
  Halogen      Don't know 
  Incandescent 
  Other (please specify) 
 
84. What types of lighting are used inside your display cases?  (Select all that apply, "none," or "not 
applicable.") 
 
  Fluorescent with UV filters    LED 
  Fluorescent without UV filters   Don't know 
  Halogen      None 
  Incandescent     Not applicable (my institution does not use display cases) 
  Other (please specify) 
 
 
Preservation Planning 
 
85. Has a general preservation assessment ever been performed at your institution?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes, one has been performed within the last five years 
  Yes, one was performed more than five years ago 
  No (skip to question 87) 
  Don't know (skip to question 87) 
 
86. By whom was it performed?  (Select one.) 
 
  In-house staff 
  Independent consultant(s) 
  Don't know 
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87. Does your institution have a written, long-range preservation plan for the care of the collections?  (Select 
one.) 
 
  Yes 
  Yes, but it is not up-to-date 
  No, but one is being developed 
  No, but preservation is addressed in overall long-range plan or other institutional reports 
  No 
  Don't know 
  
Preservation Activities 
 
88. Does your institution monitor temperature and/or relative humidity in storage and/or exhibition spaces?  
(Select one.) 
 
  Yes, in storage spaces 
  Yes, in exhibition spaces 
  Yes, in both storage and exhibition spaces 
  No (skip to question 90) 
  Don't know (skip to question 90) 
 
89. What environmental monitoring devices are used in the facility on a regular basis?  (Select all that apply.) 
 
  Battery-operated psychrometer (electronic device for obtaining instant temperature and relative humidity  
      readings) 
  Data logger (electronic device recording temperature and relative humidity at pre-set intervals) 
  Hygrometer (indicates relative humidity) 
  Hygrothermograph (recording device for temperature and relative humidity) 
  Recording hygrometer (indicates relative humidity) 
  Sling psychrometer (device for obtaining instant temperature and relative humidity readings) 
  Thermohygrometer (indicates temperature and relative humidity) 
  Thermometer (indicates temperature) 
  Thermostat 
  Other (please specify)  
 
90. Do you monitor light levels in storage and/or exhibition spaces?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No (skip to question 92) 
  Don't know (skip to question 92) 
 
91. What type of light monitoring equipment do you use?  (Select all that apply.) 
 
  Blue wool cards 
  Footcandle or lux meter 
  Ultraviolet (UV) meter 
  Visual observation 
  Other (please specify) 
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92. What steps have been taken to reduce the amount of light in the storage environment?  (Select all that 
apply, or "none.") 
 
  Awnings       Shutters 
  Curtains       Turning off lights 
  Environment has no windows    UV-filtering film 
  Roof overhangs      UV-filtering glass 
  Shades       None 
  Other (please specify) 
 
93. What steps have been taken to reduce the amount of light in the exhibit environment?  (Select all that 
apply, "none," or "my institution does not exhibit materials.") 
 
  Awnings           Shutters 
  Covering display cases when institution is closed      Turning off lights 
  Curtains           UV-filtering film 
  Environment has no windows        UV-filtering glass 
  Roof overhangs          None 
  Shades           My institution does not exhibit materials 
  Other (please specify) 
 
94. What does your institution's pest management program include?  (Select all that apply, "no pest 
management activities," or "don't know.") 
 
  Examination of incoming collections for pests 
  Preventive pest management techniques (e.g., elimination of food and water sources, sealing windows and  
      doors) 
  Preventive use of pesticides (e.g., periodic treatment whether or not there are signs of infestation) 
  Routine maintenance and housekeeping 
  Routine pest monitoring using traps 
  Use of non-chemical methods to treat infestations (e.g., freezing or anoxia) 
  Use of pesticides to treat specific infestations 
  No pest management activities 
  Don't know 
  Other (please specify) 
 
95. Does your institution have a routine collections cleaning program that follows accepted preservation 
practices?  (Select one answer for each row.) 
 
     Yes       No          Don’t know           Not applicable 
 
Stacks cleaning                            
Cleaning of collections                           
Cleaning of exhibits                            
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96. Does your institution house any collection materials in chemically stable protective enclosures?  (Select 
one.) 
  Yes 
  No 
  Don't know 
 
97. Does your institution reformat collections for preservation?  (Select one answer for each row.) 
 
   Done only by institution       Done only by            Done by institution        Not done        Don’t know 
 staff (including parent        external      staff and external 
 institution)         provider  provider 
 
Digitization                                  
  
Preservation 
microfilming                                  
  
Preservation 
photocopying                                  
  
Reproduction 
of artifacts for                                  
use or exhibit 
  
Transfer of AV 
recordings to                                  
current media 
  
Transfer of 
photographs to                                  
polyester film 
  
 
98. Are conservation treatments performed on items in your collection?  (Select one.) 
 
  Yes, materials are treated by in-house staff 
  Yes, materials are treated by external provider(s) 
  Yes, materials are treated by in-house staff and by external provider(s) 
  No 
  Don't know 
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Training 
 
99. What resources do you currently use to learn more about preservation/conservation?  (Select all that 
apply or "none.") 
 
  Articles      Other collecting institutions 
  Books      Preservation workshops 
  Preservation Web sites    Professional conferences 
  Online discussion groups    State or regional preservation offices/organizations 
  Other online resources    None 
  Other (please specify) 
  
100. Have staff at your institution attended a preservation/conservation workshop in the past five years?  
(Select one.) 
 
  Yes 
  No (skip to question 102) 
  Don't know (skip to question 102) 
 
101. What topics were taught in depth at these programs?  (Select all that apply.) 
 
  Arrangement and description of archives and manuscripts        Managing digital collections 
 
  Basic repairs              Nature of photographic materials 
 
  Care and handling of materials           Pest management 
 
  Care of photographic materials           Preservation management 
 
  Conservation treatment            Preservation microfilming 
 
  Creating digital collections            Protective enclosures 
 
  Emergency preparedness and response          Security 
 
  Environmental controls            Shelving practices 
 
  Exhibits              Storage issues 
 
  Library binding 
 
  Other (please specify) 
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102. For which of the following collection types, if any, does staff at your institution need preservation 
training?  (Select one answer for each row.) 
 
       Urgent need   Some Need   No need Don't know Not applicable 
 
Archaeological collections                                                           
Art objects                                                             
Books and bound volumes                                                           
Digital material and electronic                                                           
       records collections 
Historic and ethnographic                                                           
       objects 
Moving image collections                                                           
Natural science specimens                                                           
Photographic collections                                                           
Recorded sound collections                                                           
Unbound sheets                                                                        
 
  Other (please specify type of collection and level of need for training) 
 
103. How interested would you be in pursuing the following types of training?  (Select one answer for each 
row.) 
   
Very interested  Somewhat interested           Not interested 
 
Conferences/professional meetings                               
Face-to-face full-day workshops                                
Face-to-face half-day workshops                               
Live facilitated online courses                                 
Self-directed online courses                                 
 
  Other (please specify the type of training and level of interest) 
 
104. What is your preference for the length of preservation/conservation training sessions?  (Select one.) 
 
  Half a day 
  One day 
  Two days 
  Full week 
  No preference 
  Don't know 
 
105. What is the maximum amount your institution would be willing to pay per person to attend a 
preservation/conservation workshop?  (Select one.) 
 
 $0       $1-$24        $25-$49       $50-$74       $75-$99       $100-$199        $200-$299      Over $300 
 
  
  
Massachusetts Connecting to Collections Statewide Preservation Survey 
Final Report:  Appendix K—Survey Instrument 
March 28, 2011 
361 
Comments 
 
106. Please feel free to provide any additional information about your institution that may be helpful in 
analyzing your responses.  (Optional) 
 
 
 
Thank you for taking the time to complete the Massachusetts Connecting to 
Collections survey. 
 
Your responses will shape the direction of preservation services and training offered by the Massachusetts 
Board of Library Commissioners and partnering organizations.  A full report on this project will be available in 
2011. 
 
Do you know of another collecting institution in your area that should be included in this survey?  Contact 
Rebecca Meyer, Connecting to Collections Intern, at the Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners at 
Rebecca.Meyer(at)state.ma.us or (800) 952-7403, ext. 228. 
 
Interested in learning more about preserving your collections? 
The following resources may be helpful. 
 
American Institute for Conservation of Historic and Artistic Works 
http://www.conservation-us.org  
 
Conservation OnLine (CoOL) 
http://cool.conservation-us.org  
 
Heritage Preservation 
http://www.heritagepreservation.org  
 
Library of Congress: Preservation 
http://www.loc.gov/preserv  
 
Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners 
http://www.mass.gov/mblc  
 
National Park Service Museum Management Program 
http://www.nps.gov/history/museum  
 
New England Museum Association 
http://www.nemanet.org  
 
Northeast Document Conservation Center 
http://www.nedcc.org  
 
Regional Alliance for Preservation 
http://www.rap-arcc.org  
